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.A--'’ m/ 


ire vmr t‘- to qwcrr ^ fw‘‘ fa sett w^cr ^ tc 

Sepimnlc Paging is given-to this Part in order that it may he filed as a 
separate compilation 


WFT II—3—TT-rnt (H) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (il) 


V 


niTtr *moT w (twi nsowr *1 jttt htt! Pro m» qtfaftnn snio wlr 3tF«tvqqh$ 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministry of the Government or India 

(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


faftr, afa t- rr Kt tr ifaFTT 

(ffffa faJTPT) ' 

(rjrrfq'T sR'ffHr) 

qf fauft, 3o d*r, 1996 

. ?rr 142 s-—ffaiR, 19 5G % Dr^nr 
p % wfirrrTr if ^«tit TtftffsTOr ?ft ^ 

% \% ?jff falR TFT, Tr^Tfcf % TFT trifaTTC 

^ ^ % fanr 4 ftt srfarr tft 

% frrvT fwr £ fa Tff TfavT tff. mr. qqvq 
^fsr, yp^ta TTCpTFff if Tfaf T fan; Tfart % 

*., T fqqfTT TT fa*ft *ft 31W 'Ft WlfaT ST ’JTfiT % 
rr?ppfTq- ip ^‘brsc far % vfrq j ' fafaT ft T tit 
¥fjfr '3rr r r i 

[*f. 5 (i o 2) / 9 b—T lfaF] 

eft. nr. qt' T <fpf, irar snftrTRf 


MINtSTRY OF l.AW. JtJSTTCE AND COMPANY 
AFFAIRS 

(Department of Legal Affairs) 

(Judicial Section) 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 30th April, 1996 

S.O, 1425. -Notice is hereby given by the Competent 
Authority in pursuance of Rale 6 of the Notaries Act, 1956 
that application has been made to the said Authority, under 
Rule 4 of the said Rules, by Shi Vijay Pal, Advocate, for 
appointment us a Notary to practise in South Delhi P,S. 
Vasant Kunj, N.C.T. of Delhi. 

2, Any objection to the appointment of the said person 
ns n Notary may be submitted in writing to the undersigned 
within fourteen days of the publication of this notice. 


1097 GT',96—1 


(1697) 


[No. F. 5(102) /SS-Judl,] 
P. C. KANNAN, Competent Authority 
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t^rtt 

r£ fr-Tt. 2 *rf. i99« 

TT, RT. 1426-—RTrftR fRRR, 1956 T fRRR 
6 % RRRTW if RSTR RlfaTTH STTT R? TFlV 

| fT m RRqTR JTit, rT^gfrfe R TRR TrfiTTEf TT 
OTT fRRR % fRRR 4 T !TJEt RT R^RR YR RTR T 
farr flRT £ fT TR RTRR 7 : (w) if SRRRfR TTR 
% farr RETf T TT R fRRfTR TT fa^ft At TTF TT 
srrTsr Tsr^TTr % ttptr % Apt?; f*R t Atrt faf'RR 
tt r irt ttr Art rpr i 

[A . f) ( 1 O 4 ) / 9 6— r RlfTT] 

cfr, 7ft. w, rstr RTfaTEt 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1996 

S.O. 1426.—Notice is hereby given by the Competent 
Authority in pursuance of Rule 6 of the Notaries Act, 1*156 
that application has been made to the snid Authority, under 
Rule 4 of the said Rules, by Sh, Judgo Paul Gary, Advocate 
for appointment as a Notary to practise in MukGnr (Punjab). 

2. Any objection to the appointment of the said person 
as a Notary may be submitted in writing to the undersigned 
within fourteen days of the publication of this notice. 

[No. F. 5(104)/96-Jndl.| 

P. C. KANNAN, Competent Authority 

^rr 

Rf fAAt, 2 R#, 1996 

TT , srr . 112 7.—RfjftR fRRR, 1 9 5 6 % fRRR 

6 T RRTRR A RtfR RTpRTEt TKT RR RRRf TT 

4rr<ft t fr «fr Rrf. Ar . titrer rtrttr r t rtt 

RlfaT^t TT TTR fRRR % fRRR 4 % RTtR RT RiArr 
JR 5JTR % faR fadT t % RR TRY p5fT( (YRfRT) R 

irrrtr ttR % fTTRrrn % ttr fRRfrr tt frAf At 

5TTTT TT RTtw YR RRRr T RTIUTR T AtTR fcr T 
AtR 7 " pRfRTR TT R RT RTR RRT RF | 

[A. 5( 1 05) /9G—RTrfRT] 

At. RT. TTOR, R5TR RTfRTrE 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 2nd .May, 1996 

S.O. 1427.—Notice is hereby given by the Competent 
Authority in pursuance of Rule 6 of the Notaries Act. 1956 
that application has been made to the said Authority, under 
Rule 4 of the said Rules, by Sh, Y. V. Gopulakrlshna, Advo¬ 
cate for appointment as a Notary to practise in Mysore 
Dish icl (Karnataka), 

2. Any objection to the appointment of the said person 
us a Notary may be submitted in writing to the undersigned 
within fourteen days oi the publication of this notice. 

[No. F, 5( 105)/96-Judl.[ 
P. C. KANNAN, Competent Authority 


Ry fr?A t, 2 Rf, 19 9 6 

TT, RT, 1 4 28.—TT^tR fRRR, 1956 T fRRR 
H % R R5RR RrFtTTTff 5T7T RT RAriT 7ft 

YTTl "t fT At RTT *RRR ART, RYRTTR A T RTR 
RTpTTPY TT RTR fRRR T fRRR 4 T Rd7A RT RTRTR 
JR RfR T f~TR ftRT t fT TR fRfdR Yp; RRRtfp 
(TTPr RTt) R 5R-RRTR T^R % fR.T Ttr % >7T 

m fRRfrr r 5 fTRr Af rtg- tt rptst jr rrat t 

RTTRR T RW fTR T RTR?' FtFiTT RR R Rf RfR 

Art RTn i 

[r . 5 ( 1 0 6 ) / 9 6 ^TTfRTj 

RT. R'f. T'lR^. RttTR STlfT Tl^T 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1996 

S.O. 1428.—Notice is hereby given by the Competent 
Authority in pursuance of Rule 6 of the Notaries Act, 1956 
Hint application has been made to the said Authority, under 
Rule 4 of the said Rules, by Sh. Daya Swaroon Shamtu, 
Advocate for appointment as n Notary to practise in Civil 
Court Mainpun (U.P,). 

2. Any objection to the appointment of the said pci son 
its a Notary may be submitted in writing to the unders,gned 
within fourteen days of the publication of this notice. 

[No. F. 5( 106)/96-Judi.J 
P. C, KANNAN, Competent Authority 

RT fr'-Rf, 2 r£ 1996 

TIT RT. U29.—RTCNR fRRR, 1 9 56 T fRRR 
6 T RRRTtR if R4TR RrftJTlM TTd R? fr ^|Tp 

% fT «ft fRfTT^r RTR fRRR, rrTRTTR if RTR 

arfvTTTif Tt RTR fRRR T fRRR 4 T WtftR RT RITTR 
TR RTR T fTT fREfr t fT TR TitrT T R,fr (rr) RTSff 
(R^rTET) A a RRRTR T^R R; fTR RR^T % RTR fR'lfRR 
RT fTRT r Rf RTF TT RTRST YR RRRT T RTPTR T 
AfRjT fTR T 'RTR 7 ' fAflR ^R R R^ RTR RTT 7f|TT | 

[R. 5 ( 1 0 7) / 9 6 —rRlTRT] 

r'T. iff. R:«'RR, rc.tr RTfanYf 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1996 

S.O. 1429.—Notice ; s hereby given by the Competent 
Authority in pui , -uance of Rule 6 of the Notaries Aci, 1956 
that application lias been made to the said Authority, under 
Rule 4 of the said Rules, by Sh. Krishna Behari Tail Nigam. 
Advocate for appointment as a Notary to practise in 
Kandivli (East) Bombay (Maharashtra), 

2. Any objection to the appointment of the s.dd person 
ns a Notary may be submitted in writing to the undersigned 
within fourteen days of the publication of this notice. 

[No. F. 5(107) . 96-Judb] 
P, C. KANNAN, Competent Authority 
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[«rr«r Li—-fa Mii)] rrr qrtm - fa la, 

fa fcf^ft, 2 Hi, 19 96 
qrT. 5rr. 14 30.—RlfaRr fqw, 19 56 fa fRRR 

6 fa w<jrrt fa RfTR JTfrj^r am r? ^rrt fat -Trfa 
t fo >ifr fa. far. tir^r, rTsfafai fa zhh Rrfaqrrfa 
fa itt fa-qq % fRRR 4 fa RfaR Rqr rtatr m rtr 

% fan; fair £ fa RR R^r faeTr (TnfaT) if SRRRiR 
spfa fa fan; fafai % wq fa faqfar r -R ffar fa rttv 
qrr Rrer i nr 'jrat % rrrtr fa h'k?: % fafaR 

fafa-r rt fa fat Ti*r vrsrr ^r< t i 

[fa. 5 (1 o 8) / 9 6“ ; trfa t] 

'ft. fa. rwr srrffaFrfa 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1996 

S.O. ! 430.—Notice is hereby given by the Competent 
Authority in pursuance of Rule 6 of tiie Notaries Act, 195b 
that application has been made to the said Authority, under 
Rule 4 of the said Rules, by Sh. P. V. Balakrishna, Advo¬ 
cate for appointment as a Notary to practise in Mysore City 
(Karnataka). 

2. Any objection to the appointment of the. said person 
as a Notary may be submitted in writing to the undersigned 
within fourteen days of the publication of this notice. 

[No. F. 5( 108)/96-Judl.] 

P. C. KAN NAN, Competent Authority 

»jrrt 

Hi fafar, 2 far, 19 96 

wr. Vi . 14 31.—fatfaTR ffaqR, 1 9 5 6 fa faffR 

6 % RRRfJi if fftiftr RTffmvr sm bf R^qr fa Rifat 
I fa fa bpifar TRR ^TNt, tTjyfafa fa RRR JTrfaqfar 
fa RRR iRTR Hi fRRR 4 fa RfiftR RT RifaRR YTR RTR 
% fan; faff f: fa -3 fa r?|R, R^fajR .(fa-fa TR* 
fatJT T T3q d orrri'r T> fa faffan; farm ’V m fa faqfqq 
qq fafa fa irqiv Rim zv r-rr( fa acirq fa 
faff Hi falR’’ fRfaq f-H fa fa^ qiR vfjlT Nfa I 

[R. 5 ( 1 09)/96-RTfap] 

q't. fa. qrrorq, rstr arfaqfar 


l'>4 h.qTlI 2;!, Hl3 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1996 

S.O. 1 131.—Notice is hereby given by the Competent 
Authority in pursuance of Rule 6 of the Notaries Act, 1956 
that application has been made to the said Authority, under 
Rule 4 of the said Rules, by Sh, Jaivir Siugh Rana, Advocate 
for appointment as a Notary to practise in Baraut Tehsil 
(Meerut) (U.P.). 

2. Any objection to the uppointment of the said person 
as a Notary may be submitted in writing to the undersigned 
within fourteen days of the publication of this notice. 

[No. F. 5(109)/96-Judl.] 
P. C. KANNAN, Competent Authority 


qnffa, faqr ffarm rV qfar tfaRT 
(farffa fav afasPR fa'AFT) 
snfar 

faffafr, 1 fa, 1996 

qr. srr, 1432-—fafar rrfr, ffafa ffarq 
qfaq wm RfaffaRR, 1946 ( 1946 qrr rMrrr 
fa. 25 ) fa aro 6 fa rtr qfeff arm 5 fa ■sqarTTt 
(T) 3:rTT VHV fafafa TT qfatR RRR fR, RfRT^ 
TRR RCTR fa RfRffa fa, fa R^ ffa'RTR fartRR, 
Rfafa fa Rfa^RRr fa. Tfa-039 5/( 1 3)/qfa-U, 
qrfrer 21 - 8-1995 arrer fa fa fa, faRfafaR,.. fa. 

RTRqrfa?, RRT fRRT RTTRTfaw far SPU ^RR RTTRTfafl- 

fafar fa, gfa Rtfaqr 22 - 4-94 % q?r rsrpf 

346/ 1994 3TR fa fa ffaFFTR fafarr R 5fffaffafR 
nR fa'JST Rqrrat fa, fa ffa Ttfaqrr (^Tf?sqr) 
RfalRT (RR , ) / 9 3 3/ 94 R 'R1TR % TSRRR rqWTRR 
jrn fRKRT rr r qqfar Rqfafar f^qr rrt | ffafa 
r; m? fRRT tRTRTtfm far rrt RRp- RnRreffa, WfaT 
(R^iTP^) % RR4T HHH HZtThh far R? RTfqfRR 

RTfar qtT RAA'fa TRRTR RTR % fair tgR% RRR 
Rlpfaq Rferr fa RRT 465, 466, 467, 468, 

471 far 420 % RRIR Rfafa R'TRfa fa RR^TRT 
RK TRTfRR RfaT fa 25,000/- R. fa RRlRrft 
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tor tor Tv ffffmff tt torfaff to to % 
frftoT stoto t- to sttt toto ffffffrm if ff to tt 
toff sfwsrr % to ff ffT % torsr ff wr tor tor 

iff toff ffl% 1 % to ffaffffffK ff ffff if faff Tfrx 

fato sur icrFTtr m fffftor % to ir tt t ffto ff 

tutor, T'totot' toff ffto] % fftoff % to;, fator 
Miff torff ffffiffff % wff'r to fffato to tomfaffT 
*FTf fffffffP' ffffff gTT ffffto r ffEJff Tff 'P' 7 ^ & 1 

[ff, 228 / 3 l/su— t. to. to.'II] 

nff. toiffff ffT^fff, ffffz fftorff 

MINISTRY OR I’ERSONNEE, P. G. AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 199b 

S.O. 1432. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub' 
section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the Slate Gov¬ 
ernment of Maharashtra vide Elome Department Mliiltculaya 
Bombay's Notification No. Coiirt-0395/( 13)/Pol. II dated 
21st August, lyyj, hereby extends the powers and jurisdic¬ 
tion of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establish¬ 
ments to the whole of the State of Maharashtra for investi¬ 
gation of criminal offences alleged ip the complaint petition 
of Smt. S. B. Gnikwad, Additional District Judge and Addi¬ 
tional Sessions Judge, Akola vide letter No. 246/1 yy4, dated 
22nd November, 1994, allegedly committed in the matter 
of forgery, fabrication and manipulations of purported 
order of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India falsely indicated 
to have been passed ifi Writ Petition (Cl.) No. (S) 933/95 
,containing directions in the letter dated 13th August, 1994 
for release of Prabhu Dayal and Raj Kumar on bail on fur¬ 
nishing. of bail bond of Rs, 25,000 each and fr.rudulant use 
of the said forged and fabricated older before the Court of 
Additional District Judge and Additional Sessions Judge, 
Akola (Maharashtra) disclosing offences under Sections 465, 
466, 467, 468, 471 apd 420 of the Indian Penal Code, I860 
(Act No, 45 of 1860) and attempts nbetments and conspira¬ 
cies In relation to or in connection with one or more of the 
offences mentioned above and any other offence or offences 
committed in the course of the same transaction arising out 
of tho same facts. 

[No. 228/31/96-AVD. II] 
S. SOUNDAR RAJ AN, Under 6ccy, 

to fT'to, 6 ff£, 199G 

ffff. WT. 14 3 3.—totoff ffffffffv, fff-nfr faster 

UffPET fffcrfffffff, 1940 ( 1946 Off tofffffffff 


?f . 2 5) to fflffT 6 ^ ffffl fffsff HPT 5 to ffTHTff 
(i) jut ffff/r tototo ffff toff ffrffff §ff ttt toff 
% fftjffr ffff fffffff % to ff. 442/ffff, n-ff. /1 / 1-ffV- P- 
3-95-1 5( 93)/to/9 5-ff<3fffT fafflff 1-8-95 to to 
if. 8 31 -to/1 /1 -'jfffffr- 3-1 5 (9 3 ) /ft/ 9 5 ftoto 

2 3-2-90 STffr toff to TffT toff ITET fffffto to 
fffcfffff ff Mto ftodi toff iffURT % fffffffft to 
fffffffff'r toff totototor to toffr^ totototor srTtoi 
% fftoqff % toff ffi'to Tffff toff ffTJff iff Ttot 
toff:— 

(ff) ’jfffff toffff toffffTto, fw r ~ 

totor if to tor to ff. 075/95 % 
BTtor if totoiT 'ortorr to fffaffr, isoo 
(i860 to totorffff to 45) to urn 

304 % Stofff totoff STCTTEf, ffffff 

( 14 ) ffiffff toff flWfTf % toff if ffT 

spTffr, jtoffff toff TTto ffffT tor fftor if 
^?fff tol tor to to toffff?rff % snpiff if 
ftoiT ffffT TT.fto to T'rt toff ffffffff I 

[ton 228/29/90-T. to. to.-II] 
tiff. fftoff ffTffffj ffffff ffto 

New Delhi, the 6th May, 1996 

S.O. 1433.—-In cxeicise of the powers conferred by sub¬ 
section (I) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Polxe Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
tile Central Government with the consent of the State Gov¬ 
ernment of Uttar Pradesh, vide Home (Police) Section 3, 
No. 442 M M iVl-P-3-95-15(95)/P /.95-Lucknow dated 1-8-1995 
und letter No, 831-F/Vf-Folice 3-l5(93)/P,/95 dated 
23-2-1996, hereby extends the powers und jurisdiction of the 
members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to tho 
whole of the State of Uttar l’liidcsh for Investigation of offen¬ 
ces as horcunder :— 

(a) Offences punishable under Section 364 of the Indian 

Penal Code, I860 (Acl No. 45 of 1860), relating 
to case in Crime No. 675-/95 registered at Police 
Station. Koiwali, District Hurdwar, Uttar Prudesh, 
and 

(b) Attenij'ts, nbclmenU and conspiracies in relation to 

'.a' in Lonncetion with the offences mentioned above 
and any other offence or offences committed in the 
course of tho same transaction arising out of the 
same facts, 

[No. 228/29/96-AVD.1I] 

S. SOUNDER RAJAN, Under Secy. 



[*fm | [.-.air a(-ii)] mmr <pt twu* ; rrt 


bur kmi't 

(wrfw 5 ttt 4 bpmr) 

(4M w) 

*rf fern, 2 -i rrfrr, IMHO 

spr-xrr- U 3 4.—ifp^ra mw (mnfarr nhRiMi ^Tr 

itwrit) ttfabm, jM7i (iii7i »f.r in) sfrttp-r 3 rnmTtmr 

mfwff 3 pT Tpn?T TTU £tt %T5ft7 nwjrn, bmTffifttpT 

•uptifr % (1) *r ^nfam mr uFprrFert ifTftw ifjTt £ 

wt rn*n T % m^tlM vfsTrMf %rm r *k mmr rtfaTrit ftpr, 
tf|T 33Tt rtfiafidw % aifi'SR' % Fpt "ripfr suPpr - " £fil tit 
gw iTfttfwTTr mm 5F,n dftmft «pt sufFT *pm) mn 371 % snfta 
■m ’Trrnfv s|t TTHTT ( 2 ) if ^fvStfafT ’F'FT^t WHT k: TO fi 


18 , vboG.fzrm aa, 1018 17fll 

rim) wTtmt StffT qff mmffiT HpTWT Y *PPfa VT& 'tITf'BTfYt 
Yt h|h 99 iprimf Yt 'jn i 

TfFTlft 


sTfimfr tt m^r toi wprt Yr Fftmt YN Tffinrtr 

mw Y) fibrr 


1 pwir (f rfy) WtfntdF #TT WPS ’fTHW Yl WTT 
tnfNmr Yt; vnYm m snr wm mm wr b tj| tt 
trY, tt-jpt roiw, fan mr wmrr ^in^nr it vnmr 
burnt 1 h Mr rfr r=rrc tt trofM i 

[fiYTT is/s/ 0 fl-^t.tfr.p.] 
«Tr*pft Yr. atipT, faYwr 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(Sinking Division) 

New Delhi, the 24lh April, 1096 

S.O.M34.—In exercise of the powers confe red by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Un 
authorifed Occupants) Act, 1071 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoiits the Officers mmtioned inc 
column (I) of the Table below, b,.ing Officeis equivalent to the rank of a gazetted officer of Government, to be Estate 
Officer for the purposes of the said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and perform the duties imposed 
on th; Estate Officers by or under the siid Act in respect of the public premises specified in column (2) of the said 
Table. 

TABLE 

.Designation of thctQfficir Categories of public premises and local limits of jurisdiction 

0) (2) 


Chief "Manager (Law) Premises belonging to or taken on lease or requisitioned by or 

Oriental Bank of Commerce, Head Office. on behalf of Oriental Bank cf Commerce at any place in Ind>a 

New Delhi. 


TTffMfr, 24 Yfo. 1996 

TT.5TT. H35.'—vmtfPT f^TY "ft 'fajffi 8 T , mw <T 
nNfinm, 1949 (1949 <pt 10) Yf mm sr, % rn't 
qfer mm 5 ;t 3 ttt ttut Trfbnff mffir tuY gn, Y^ urns, 
tpramm, Yprirr tpmfY | hr Prrf’TrmRfr fbYT Yf-rrf'F M %v, 
Nmifft, 31 urY 1994 mtt ai nra, 1995 Yt 

munr m) Y ftp* im qn.mvT-mfa rna pa hm 

F' i iZ’ nm^K nwt h rmfmm ’P J, h % fimr h wviu 
nfirfmri) PunTR^fT, isbu 'f fmm to fenw 
nfer tt't wftrfmm mm a 1 % tto 1 nrr mh i 

[T.m. dCT 1(7)/9t>—mm.] 
aft, m mmmn, nrr nfmr 


[No. 15/5/96-BO AJ 
SMT. P. MOHAN. Direct 

New Delhi, the 24th April, 1996 


S.O. 1435.—In exercise of the poweis conferred by Sec- 
ton 53 rend w ilh Section 56 of the Banking Regulation Act, 
1040 illj of 1949) file Centrijl Government on the recommen¬ 
dation of Reserve Bonk of India hereby declares that the pro¬ 
visions of Section 31 of the said Act read with Rule 10 of 
It,a Banking Regnalt/on (Cooperative Societies) Rules, 1966 
rhall not apply to the Tituchirapalli City Co-operative Bank 
Ltd., in so far as they relate to the submission of thejp balance 
sheet and profit and. Loss account for. the year ended ,31st 
March. 1994 and 31st March, ,1995 with,the auditor’s report 
to the Reserve Bank of India and publication thereof in a 
newspaper. 


[F. No. l(7)/96-AG1 
B. A. NARAYANAN, Under Secy, 
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TtfTwft, 30 R&T, 1990 


TT.TIT. 14 (i .—WtR TUTU, tfjTOFTT (*Rf * “FTWPT 
rnfTJim 4 fair sftft) fTm, 1976 AfTm iu ATtfarur (4) 
ip IFjrrUT if, RT W Rfo 4'1'TM T Rf 4 ftHfafism 

4t, 14 mH 80 RfAtOT A vfar. f*Ci T fftTT TT 4 !■'■ 

rmrw sift jttft TufArr A, TTrsm TtfagfAr Tuft — 

I. Tfe 54 Rfa "4mTr bf iwy 
Tpr'TTf vrrerr, 
jrfntUTT i 

[owr 11 oj o/a/yo-fe^rj 

ft. RU. nr. Abut, fTTW (tutr.) 

New Delhi, the 30th April, 1996 

S.O. 1436.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the 
Official Languages (use for Oflicial Purposes of the Union) 
Rules 1976, the Central Government, hereby, notifies the 
following office of State Hank of Bikaner <fc Jaipur, more than 
80 per cent of the stuff whereof have acquired the working 
knowledge of Hindi :— 


1, Slate Bunk of Bikuner A Jaipur, 

Bahadurgarh Branch, 

Haryana, 

, ' 1 [ 

■ [F. No. 11016/3/96-Hindi] 

D. R. S. CHAUDHARY, Director (Admn.) 

Af fTAV, 1 Rt, 1990 

TTRT. 1437 ■—tfFPTTt WTuFT rqTaTrsr»T, 1949 ( 1949 
ftr 10) 41 hut 56 4 ttft qfor httt s:t tut rut ntf^m tt 
jftPt 'rt ipr huht, '4uaft fani % 4r ftmfw <u, 

WUTT TlUft (t fsp wfaftipT 4f HUT I 1 4f TTHUT I 4 

win *T<4rfT TUFTST 4 tpr Ttfljgw ASFFTHFT *fft TtfhT 4 3] 


RfA, 1098 HY frFTT R^rr^I TUfftH (FT RttfttT, fTm^t (HHT 

TTttr) <u upj (#r jjuf i 

[Tt. 4. 1 ( l)/9 0-(T.TfI.] 
4t. n. FUFUFT, tFU *Tf“TT 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 1996 

S.O. 1437.—-in exercise tit the powers conferted by Section 
53 read with section 56 of the Banking Regulation Act, 
1949 HO of 1949) the Central Government on the recommne• 
dations of the Resorve Bank of India declares that the provi¬ 
sions of sub-section 1 of Section 1 I of the said Act shall no! 
apply to the Jda Sahukar 1 Kendriyu Bank Muryudik Shiv- 
puri. Madhya Pradesh from the date of publication of this 
notification in the Official Gazette to 31st March, 1988. 

[F. No. 1( 141/96 AC.] 

B. A. NARAYANAN, Under Secy. 

Tf fT*f( 2 tfi 1996 

*PT.TTT. 143 8 ■—A J'UTTfl fafaWT TrfjfTUT, 19 49 
( 1949 TT lu) 4fr HUT Sfi A HUT TfTT HTU 53 3UT STJfT 
nrppurf *FT FjrfUT TTf §n, ifFffpI ffTR, -tTUTfW f4x4 5T 4?! 
fTFT.tfrtiT >U n>UTT 4UtfI £ fa TFT tfftrhm 'fa 'JUT 1 1 41 
TTHUT 1 4 TUtH A (FWt lUrTT if TFT TrfHT’PTT 4 tPPUFT 
4t5TfFJT 4 31 FTA, 199 7 TF vUfl-Ajf fRTTT tTiFThfr % fA, 
(fartU) TT TFJ t/t jfut i 

[A 1( 1 5) / y 6 -tt.AV. ] 

at. «T. TUTTT. t , TT^T nhPT 

New Delhi, the 2nd May. 19.96 

S.O. 1438.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 
53 read with Section 56 of the Bankqing Regulation Act, 
1949 (10 of 1949), (he Central Government on the recommen¬ 
dations of the Reserve Bank of India declares that the pro¬ 
visions of sub-section 1 of Section 11 of the saidi Act shall 
not apply to the Ranch-Khvnli Distt. Central Co-operative 
Bank Ltd., (Bihar) from the date of publication of this noti¬ 
fication in the official Gazette to 31 March, 1977. 

[F. No. K15)/96-AC! 

B. A. NARAYANAN, Under Secy. 


'TmfcR qfr TTdTT=rr rtr% rK rraIAr fArcA rstthr 

(AnATR RRY $Tft) 
fef’FO', 27 Rf#, 1996 

1R.RT. 1439 tTRtfftrRTW sqr)- [ttjtjt 1987 %■ fr^q- 7 ^ ( l) % »3T 'V % 

T RtttIr rrt TTunxr TTTr | Air f-ro 1 rt rftt (t’t) ij RnfRnr firnr rri fj frA 

it f 1 

mjfft 

RR Wf RRtfsjR VRuftT RIRT TT RkqT Rif RR RRTRR Rl RkJT UK TFT ^'tR ffil 

m^tBr 

(0 ( 2 ) J ~ u7 "~(7) 

" 1. mt UR 302-2-30( 1993) RjftRRR. 3, 96-03-3 1 

RTR 1996 

RRTRR R . 4 

Rf# 1996 


2. RT^tuj 302-2-201 ( 1992) 


96-03-3 l 
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[A,A n-’w :i( ii)] 

(lT (2) 


A.’A =TT ■ Iff 1 m, m*i6:'33|Ua 2s- 1!M L ! 


(3) 


U) 


3. -irrt PA 3G6 : 1991 


AATHA A. 4 

ATA 1996 

96-03-31 

4. AT? PA 77 1 (ATA 2 ) : 

1985 

AAl>JA A . 1 

fAAKT7 199 5 

95-12-3 1 

5. wrf nTT 1009 : 1979 


TpftcTA A. 2 
f3W 199 5 

95-12-31 

6. Alt PA 148 5 : 199 3 


A At HA A. 1 

Jl'1'3 O’ 19 96 

96-01-3 1 

7 . srrf fa 1571 : 1992 


AAWA A. 1 

AIAaA 1996 

96-02-29 

H. ATf PA 1 741 : ) 960 


AAtAA A. 5 

ARAt 1996 

96-02-29 

9. Alt P;A 2039 ('OPT 1 if 

3) : 91 

AAtAA A. 1 

PlATAT 199 5 

95-12-31 

10. 3TTftrcr 20 47 ' 19 92 


AAtSTA A. 2 

Paata 7 1995 

95-12-31 

11. 5TPd fa 2 0 93—1991 


AWtAA A. 1 
<ATAt 1996 

96-o2-29 

12 «TTf FA 2323 : 1983 


ASM HA A° 2 

AAAt 199 6 

96-01-31 

13. Alt PIT 2324 ('APT l) 

: 1985 

A At HA' A. 2 

AAAfT 1996 

96-0 1-31 

14. At P3T 2639 : 1 98 4 


AWtAA A. 3 

AAAt 1996 

96-01-31 

15. At n;A 2653 : 1993 


AAtAA A. 2 

AlTAAt 1996 

9 6-02-29 

16. At PA 3131 ‘ 1986 


AATAA A a 1 

ATA 19 96 

96-03-31 

17- inf PA 5829 ('APT l) 

: 1978 

AATETA A. 6 

AAAt 1996 

96-01-31 

19. At TT*T 3831 : 1979 


AAtUA A. 4 

AAA^t 1996 

96-01-31 

19. At FA 4326 : 1993 


AAtHA A. 1 
fAART 1995 

9 5-12-31 

20. Alt FA 43 14 : 1 97 8 


AAtHA A. 1 

AAAt 1996 

96-01-31 

21. Alt FA 449 1 : 1 968 


aaVja A 1 

ATAtTt 1996 

96-01-31 

22. Alt PA 4666 : 1 980 


AAtAA A. 2 

ATTA^t 19 96 

96-02-29 

23. Alt p;A 1774 (ATA l) 

: 1982 

AAtAM A. 1 

ArPT7t 1996 

96-02-29 
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(1) 

(2) 


(3) 


(4) 

24. FT 4787 

: 1968 


flrsftur t. 1 

SfFpT 1996 


96-01-31 

25. f£ tm 5022 

: 1989 


TT13T T. 2 

FTT^V 1996 


96-01-31 

26. f£ n 5 527 3 

: 1 969 


TWfUT T. 2 
FTT^V 199 6 


96-01-31 

27. WI$ FT 5337 

: 1969 


Traitor TO 1 

FTF^t 1996 


96-01-31 

28. mt FT 5866 

: 1979 


T'maT H. 1 
TTFft 1996 


96-02-29 

29. Wf£ FT 6083 

: 1971 


TTlSTT, *f. 1 
T,T%f[ 1996 


96-02-29 

20. ?rrf FT 6171 

: 19 9 2 


ttFt T. 1 
FET^t 1996 


96-0031 

31. FT 6173 

(FT l) 

: 1992 

TT7FT T. 1 

'TTF^f 1996 


9O01-3E 

32. *nf 15 617 3 

(ft 2 ) 

: 1992 

TTF'T T . 1 

FTTff 1996 


96- 01-31" 

33. Ff FT 6175 

(ft 1 ) 

1 992 

TFFl TO 1 

FTF*t 1996 


9 6-01-31 

34 . Wit FT 617 5 

(ft 4 ) 

: 1991 

TTTEfT T. 2 

FTFT 1996 


900031 

3 5. mi 05 6175 

(ft a) 

: 1992 

FFftFT T. 1 

FTF^ 1996 


96-0031 

36- STff FT 6313 

(FT 2) 

: 1981 

TUTTFT Tf. 5 
FTT^I 199 5 


95-0031 

37. mi. 05 7036 

: 1982 


TTOTttOf ff. 1 
FOlM 199 6 


95-0031 

38. <n , t FT 7083 

: 19 7 3 


#15 =T. 2 

FTTtV 19 96 


96-01-31 

39. WT^F 7371 : 

1982 


TTT’dT TO 3 

F^ 1996 


96-03-31 

40- *nt FT 6931 

: 1993 


WtlWTf, 1 

1995 


9 5-10-31 

41. Ft E’T 9 3 6 3 

: 198 0 


FITFT T . 3 

TTcrT 199 6 


9G-02-29 

. 42 . mi IF 10103 

: 19 8 2 


TFFT TO 2 

FTT5> 199 6 


96-0 031 




[■*T|TT II- -W? 

3<ii)] 


VTTCT 471 : rtf IK, IBSR/^TTJf 2fi, 1 n 19 

1705 

1 


— i , -. ~i.T 

2 

3 

1 iiffl -* — 7 * 

4 

43 . snfpR 

11055 : 

1984 

fi?frtR ff. i 

96-01-31 




ff'fn Tt 1996 


44 - 'srrfnrr 

11300 : 

1985 

^fhftsnr i 

96-01-31 




smft 1996 


45 . w£tu{ 

13457 : 

1992 

^TOtEFT *f. 2 

96-01-31 




-unh Tt 1996 


4 0- 'A 1 ^ 1 pt 

13794 : 

1993 

SmYtFf R. 1 

96-01-31 




1996 


47 . ?rrfnvT 

1 3828 

: 1993 

RsfffFT ff. 1 

96-01-31 




1996 



t-t ?f?fTspff Yr sifw sruTfiff nmY mix, rmT-f 9 ar^rjwr^ znrr nm, fff fe^-i 10002 aftr 0#Pi 
sprqr’pT^fir nt sp^f^n, , erti#pTpf wt rhtw 3 TT 7 : tost ! frm J mt snfhTRTC, «f*raK fw, vppm, ^>1^037:, 

Tiffaurre, TrrfsrTf^r?, frqr^tr, wr^r, ms, qz^r, it f&pft ^ f 1 

[*f. %.5T.fa./l3 : 5] 
5fr.rm, srrc TT^rPT^r'P 


MINJSTRY OF CIVIL SUPPLIES 
CONSUMER AFFAIRS & PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Ddhi, the 27th March, 1996 

S.O. 1439 ,~Tn pursuance of clause (b) of Sub-rule (l) of Rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Stan¬ 
dards Rules 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment(s) to the Indian Standard(s), 
particulars of which is/are given in the Schedule hereto annexed, has/have been issued: 

SCHEDULE 


Si. No. and year of the Indian Standard(s) amended No. and year of the amendment 

No. 

Date from 
which the 
amendment 
shall have 
effect 

0) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 302-2-30(1993) 

Amendment No. 3 

March 1996 

96-03-31 

2. TS 302-2-201 (1992) 

Amendment No. 4 

March 1996 

96-03-31 

3. IS 366 : 1991 

Amendment No. 4 

March 1996 

96-03-31 

4. IS 771 (Part 2) : 1985 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

5. IS 1009 : 1979 

Amendment No. 2 

December 1995 

95-12-31 


1097 GI/96—2 


a) 


1706 


THE GAZE 1 IF. OF INDIA : MAY l A 1996 ' V AT SAKHA 28, 1918 [(Part U—Sec. 3(H)] 


a) 


(31 


(A) 


6. TS 1485 : 1993 

Amendment No. 1 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

7. IS 1571 : 1993 

Amendment No. 1 

February 1996 

96-02-29 

8, 15 1741:1960 

Amendment No. 5 

February 1996 

96-02-29 

9. IS 2039 (Paris 1 to 3) : 91 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

10. IS 2047 : 1992 

Amendecnt No. 2 

Decomber 1995 

95-12-31 

11, IS 2083: 1991 

Amendment ^o. ) 

February 1996 

96-02-29 

12. TS 2323: 1983 

Amendment No. 2 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

13. TS 2324 (Part 1) : 1985 

Amendment No. 2 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

14. IS 2639: 1984 

Amendment No. 3 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

15. TS 2653: 1993 

Amendment No. 2 

February 1996 

96-02-29 

16. TS 3131 : 1986 

Amendment No. 1 

March 1996 

96-03-31 

17. TS 3829 (Part 1) : 1978 

Amendment No. 6 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

18. IS 3831 :1979 

Amendment No. 4 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

19. IS 4326: 1993 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

20. TS 4344: 1978 

Amendment No. 1 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

21. IS 4494: 1968 

Amendment No. 1 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

22. TS 4666: 1980 

Amendment No. 2 

February 1996 

96-02-29 

23. IS 4774 (Part 1) : 1982 

Amendment No. 1 

February 1996 

96-02-29 

24. TS 4787 : 1968 

Amendment No. 1 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

25. 18 5022:1989 

Amendment No. 2 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

26. IS 5273 : 1969 

Amendment No. 2 

January 1996 

96-01-31 

27. TS 5337: 1969 

Amendment No. 1 

January 1996 

96-01-3 > 

28. TS 5866 : 1979 

Amendment No. 1 

February 1996 

96-02-29 

29. IS 6083: 1971 

Amendment No. 1 

February 1996' 

96-02-29 



[*NT Jl—2(ii)] 

?rrar : ut is, mse/^nrW es, ibis 

F 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

30. IS 6171 : 1992 

Amendment No, 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

31. IS 6173 (Part 1) : 1992 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

9(i-OI-31 

32. IS 6173 (Part 2) : 1992 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

33. IS 6175 (Part 1) : 1992 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

34. IS 6175 (Part 4) : 1991 

Amendment No, 2 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

35. IS 6175 (Part S) : 1992 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-0 (-31 

36. IS 6313 (Part 2) : 1981 

Amendment No. 5 
January 1995 

95-01-31 

37. IS 7036 : 1982 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

38. IS 7083 : 1973 

Amendment No. 2 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

39. IS 7371 ; 1982 

Amendment No. 3 
March 1996 

96-03-31 

40. IS 8931 : 1993 

Amendment No. 1 
October 1995 

95-10-31 

41. IS 9363 : 1980 

Amendment No. 3 
February 1996 

96-02-31 

42. IS 10103 : 1982 

Amendment No. 2 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

43. IS 11055: 1984 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

44. IS 11300 : 1985 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-0 J -31 

45. IS 13457 : 1992 

Amendment No. 2 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

46. IS 13794 : 1993 

Amendment No, 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

47. IS 13828 : 1993 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 


Copies of these amendments are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bliavan, 9 
Bahadur Shah Zafav Marg, New Delhi-1 10002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Calcutta, Chandigarh, and Madras 
and also Branch Offices : Ahmadabnd, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Faridabad. Ghaziabad, 
Guwahali, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Patna, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[No. CMD/13:5] 

G. RaIvIAN, Audi. Direcroi Gen-ra 
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ffefet, 22 sister, 1996 

W.STT. 1140*—Rltefe 11WP 5*jfe ffette 1987 % ffeFT 7 % nfete-Tn (l) T ter V % te 

nrark ttfw 3^t feterjffer | | % tetete fate w nRfteteT) te tetefepr faw w t/fote 

m | i 

SFT^fe 


SPT te. tetetffer nTCffa mw fe tew fei *T<tf 

tetetern fer tew tek fteter 

tetern nr*T fete fe 
pkfar 

(l) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 5TT? t?te 245 : 1988 

tenm te. 1 

fteW'< 1995 

9 5' 1 2' 3 1 

2. srrf qte - 542 : 1968 

tetetepr te. 3 

fctm 1995 

95-12-31 

3. SITr trg- 1239 (nFT l) : 1990 

tefew te. 4 

few 1995 

9 5-12-31 

4. STTf telT 1511 : 1979 

tetefen te. 3 
fateM i 1995 

9 5-12-31 

5. srr$ Trtf 2520 : 1984 

tesfran te. 1 

fateMT 1995 

95-12-31 

6. Stef tTg- 2547 (*Tpr l) : 1976 

tetefete te. 2 

faOMi 1995 

9 5-12-31 

7. Slk tetf 2556 (nTT 2) : 1994 

tetefapr te. 1 

fateRR 1995 

95-12-31 

8. srrf q^r 2556 (smr 3 ) : 1994 

tewm te. 1 

[44 Mi 199 5 

9 5-12-31 

9 . 2556 (sift 4 ) : 1994 

tetefen te<> 1 

fen M< 1995 

9 5-12-31 

10 . srrf ife 2556 («tft 5 ) : 1994 

teteten te. 1 

fan Mi 199 5 

9 5-12-3 1 

11. srt§ teir 3163 : 1965 

tetetem te. 1 

JETMT 1995 

95-11-30 

12. 5TTte feT 3902 : 1975 

tetetenr te. 2 
fateRR 1995 

95-12-31 

13. tell feT 4707 (*TFT 2) : 1993 

tetetsnr te. 1 

fete«R 1995 

9 5-12-31 

14. srr^ Ofe 4929 : 1978 

tesfran te . 2 

fateRR 1995 

9 5-12-31 

15 . srrf te 5277 : 1978 

16. Stef 5831 : 1984 

tetefate te. 3 

faoM i 1995 

nwran te. 2 

fa«M i 1995 

9 5-12-31 

9 5-12-31 

17 . srfa ten 6175 (tern 7 ) : 1992 

tetekn te. 1 

9 6-01-31 


Wfete 1 99G 


TT*wr 


'll* ^ f ’ f' 




frrw wfi irw' Mu iiwmi^ taB u n LJ im 





pfTR II— wtr 3(H)] 

RfTtf F W(4 : 

Rt s. 199fi/4»rr^ 2 8, 19 18 

1709 

(1) (2 

) 

(3) 

(4) 

18. STT$ UR 0177 : 

] 981 

rrirr r. 3 

9 5-12-31 



faRTRT 199 5 


19. mi u^r 1 1048 : 

1981 

rrtrr r , i 

96-01-31 



RR^fa) 1990 


20- RTi iTfr 1 1459 : 

1985 

Rtim r. i 

9 5-12-31 



faRiRR 1995 



^ jpfm'f srhprr RPxfpr rppp rtrr w, 9 ^fi^ir? ptr, r£ fe?fr -110002 

3fir ffltftR RTPrfRiri r^r^f, RRRtrTT, W>T? Wf PTRf RN RPJT RrTRfaRf RRR>, ¥[>TTR, RWTT, 

^itttpt, nTfRiiwr^, Rm^rfr, kiUK, rtf - , wf, H'ft $, t^rt mx fq^^RRT^FR it ftrfr %% 

! 1 

[r . % 5 Tfa/ 1 3 : 5 ] 
R). RPR ,XTTT ^falTF^ 


New Delhi, the 22nd April, 1996 

S.O. 1440 .—In pursuance of clause (b) of Sub-rule (1) of Rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian 
Standards Rules 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendnient(s) to the Indian Standardly), 
particulars of which is/are given in tire Schedule hereto annexed, has/havc been issued: 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No, 

No. and year of the Indian Standard(s) amended 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from 
which the 
amendment 
shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 245 : 1988 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

2. 

IS 542 : 1968 

Amendment No. 3 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

3. 

IS 1239 (Part 1) : 1990 

Amendment No, 4 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

4. 

IS 1511 : 1979 

Amendment No. 3 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

5. 

IS 2520 : 1984 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

6. 

IS 2547 (Part 1) : 1976 

Amendment No. 2 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

7. 

IS 2556 (Part 2) : 1994 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

8. 

IS 2556 (Part 3) : 1994 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 

9.. 

IS 2556 (Part 4) :'1994 

Amendment No. 1 

December 1995 

95-12-31 
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0) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

I0T IS 2556 (Part 5) : 1994 

Amendment No. 1 
December 1995 

95-12-31 

11. IS 3163: 1965 

Amendment No. I 
November 1995 

95-11-30 

12. IS 3902 : 1975 

Amendment No. 2 
December 1995 

95-12-31 

13. IS 4707 (Part 2) : 1993 

Amendment No. 1 
December 1995 

95-12-31 

14. IS 4929 : 1978 

Amendment No. 2 
December 1995 

95-12-31 

15. IS 5277 : 1978 

Amendment No. 3 
December 1995 

95-12-31 

16. IS 5831 : 1984 

Amendment No. 2 
December 1995 

95-12-31 

17. TS 6175 (Pari 7) : 1992 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

18. IS 6177 : 1981 

Amendment No. 3 
December 1995 

95-12-31 

19. IS 11048 : 1984 

Amendment No. 1 
January 1996 

96-01-31 

20. IS 11459: 1985 

Amendment No. 1 
December 1995 

95-12-31 


Copies of these amendments are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Calcutta, Chandiga h, Madras 
and Bombay and also Branch Offices : Ahmadabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Faridabad, 
Ohaziabad, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Patna, Thiruvananthpuram. 

[No. CMD/13:5] 
G. RAMAN, Addl. Director General 


fattUT TcIFTT 
fiudr, 1 s fow, 1 y 9 5 

mm 1441 •—rrmfw ’ffanr srfhmft (siw ipr) 
iHfferfmrtr, ibau (1948 ®rT 41m) ’ft hfi 2 (v) t 

4 trrtrt *ira ft stuft tffitNdnw wi 

h S 4 V mt- wwtw ’ft 11 wibr, 1996 Tiferdf 
Tit ttm % fmr HifdTiT ’pmr Sf 1 

[^4330/ x/95] 
ipr 'ft. ’Rtf, jitt 

(4V4W) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
New Delhi, the 18th December, 199! 

S.O. 1441.— In pur-ua nee or ihe Clause (a) of ihe Section 
2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officer- (Oath and Fee-.i 
Act, 19-48 (41 of IR.iK), the Central Government hereby 
uuLbjnCos Shri A S. Upudhy.iy, Assistant Jn the. Embassy of 


India Brussels to perform the duties of Consular A sent with 
effect front 11-4—96. 

[T. 4330/1/951 
M. P. GAVAI, Under Secy. 

Btfeeft, 30 mrr, 1990 

mr.3TT, 1442.—rFiTfffiFF TTBTfr ^bFFKT^TT FrpT 
?|W) ’ErftrffPPT 1948 ( 1948 TT 4 l^TT) STKT 2 

% (<p) $ mpw *r %^fPr furre trmjsnxr vtrct 

mT trffnr mftraFFra 5 ^ Sr ^ fa? mr 

26 1996 FT tT^J mT TTT TUT T %tT 

trrftrswr *vft t 1 

[#- 4330 / 2 / 90 ] 

^wwtTTfT, ffffTF (trrfm) 

New Delhi, the 30th April, 1996 

S.O. 1442.--In jfijri.u3ncc of rbe Clause (a> 01 die Stccion 2 
of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 
1948 (41 of 19-18). tlie Central Governtnent hereby authorises 
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Shri Karan Singh Assistant in the Constable General of Indian 
Jeddah to perform the duties of Consular Agent with effect 
from 26th April, 1696, 

[T. 4330/2/96] 
HOMAI SAHA, Director (CPV) 

TOT Rdl6t4 

(t^tot mr sjfwur TOnfatroror) 
fa^fr, is srihsr, 1996 

.«rr. 1443 .—jtcft j :tmtoto (tot%toe- 
tpi TOfnuff % frox spftB (fvctnr " 1976 ” % faror 

10 % grr-fFtnr(4) % '-Mi/iMl if TOf^m TOTOlTT 

srlwrr r^iIf&tttot (tot b'totot) % fan fa fad' 
yijVKVf wimi cr faw% wri'mfvft n f^ft tt 
ttwtot tof-toto spt fam |, mfspjfair tot t:— 

(w:) sMt rrfn'rr siriwfw sfwr ettof, 

W1[rTO? i 

(>a) ffafirr farwro TfaTOT f¥TOTror, 

ti/Tuto? t 

[tosto ft ift i 110x7 (i)/ 94 -ff*fr] 

Wr, wet Efror 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 
(Directorate General of Employment and Training) 

New Delhi, the 18th April, 1996 

S.O. 1443.—Tn pursuance of sub-rule (4) of rule 10 of 
the Official Languages (Use for official purpose of the Union) 
Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
following subordinate offices of the Directorate General of 
Employment and Training (Ministry of Labour), the staff 
where of have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 

1. R.V.T.T. Allahabad 

2. Regional Directorate of Apprenticeship Training, 
Faridnbad. 

[No. DGET-11017/1 /94-Hindi) 
KRISHNA SHARMA, Under Secy. 

fwft, 19 W&T, 1996 
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New Delhi, the 19th April, 1996 

S.O. 1441.—lit pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 Of 1947),.the. Central government 
hereby publishes the award Of the Industrial Tribunal, 
Madras as shown ih the Annexure in the industrial dispute 


between the employers in relation to tho management of 
L.I.C. of India and their workmen, which tvus lecdvci! by 
the Central Government on 18-4-1996. 

[No. L-17011/02/87-D.1V (A)/1R (B-U)] 
V. K. SHARMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE 1NDUSTRIAU TRIBUNAL, TAMIL NADU 
MADRAS 

Monday the 11th day of March, 1996 
PRESENT : 

Thiru N. Subramaniun, B.A., B.L., Industrial Tribunal. 
Industrial Dispute No. 120 of 1987 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under Section 
10(1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 between the 
workmen and the management of Life Insurance Corpora¬ 
tion of India, Kozhikode). 

BETWEEN 

The workmen represented by : 

The General Secretary, 

L.I.C. Employees Union, 

Kozhikode Division, 

C.'/o L.I.C. of India, Division Office, Kozhikode- 
673001. 

AND 

The Divisional Manager, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

Kozhikode Divisional Office, 

P.B.No. 177, Kozhikode-673001. 

REFERENCE : 

Order No. L-1701 l/2/87-D.IV(A), dated 6-10-87 
Ministry of Labour, Government jf India, New 
Delhi. 

This dispute coming on for final hearing on Monday, the 
19th day of February, 1996 upon perusing the reference, 
claim and counter statements and all other material papers on 
record and upon hearing the arguments of Thiru D. Hari- 
paranthamnn, advocate appearing for the workmen and ot 
Tvl. A. L. Somayaji and R. Arumugam, advocates appearing 
for the management and this dispute having stood over till 
this day for consideration, this Tribunal made the following 

AWARD 

The Government of India, by its order No. L-17011/2/87- 
D,IV(A), Ministry of Labour, dated 6-10-87 referred . for 
adjudication by this Tribunal under Section lO(lXd) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 regarding the dispute : ,. 

“Whether the action of the management of the Life Insu¬ 
rance Corporation of India in refusing the demand 
for payment of overtime allowance to jwp and mobile 
van drivers employed in their Kozhikode Division is 
justified ? If not, to what .chei tir concerned 
erkmen are entitled to T 

2. After service of summons both the petitioner and res¬ 
pondent filed their respective claim statement Hnd counter 

statement 


The case cf the Petitioner unton as per the claim statement 
m as follows : ■ 

. lie petitioncr-Union has uav-cd 1 dispute on behalf of 
4 drivers employed by Divisional Manager L1C 
of India Kozhikode Division. They arc 1 tilised as 
mobile van drivers in publicity and jeep drivers. 
Their duties are intcrchungable. They are required 
' “ to do 8 hours' duty every day. Bn: ml Daily they 

ate required to work for more than 15 l ours conti- 
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■ mioaily, -vfliUt they gee on tour. The .claim tor pay- 
ment ot overtime wages is rejected by the Manage¬ 
ment. They are entitled for overtime wages ns per 
clause 55 of the L.I.C. of India staff regulation I960. 
The claim for overtime is not entertained on the 
erroHomis interpretation that intermittent gap bet¬ 
ween spells of drivings could not be counted as 
duties. The duty of the driver on tour is not 
actual driving only. The driver has to look after 
lire vehicle till the Officer returns from the Official 
work. The safety and security of the Vehicle is 
entrusted to the driver. The drivers duty cannot 
be divided into one of actual driving and the other 
of looking after the vehicle. The drivers are re¬ 
quired to help the Projector operator in organising 
cine equipments. The drivers duty will end ortly 
when the driver is released by the Officer and the 
vehicle is put in the garage. The discomfort allo¬ 
wance is paid to drivers to compensate the prolonged 
absence from heud-qututers. So the drivers of jeep 
and mobile vans are entitled for overtime wages. 
Hence an award may be passed accordingly. 

The respondent filed its counter stating tlwit the reference 
is misconceived not maintainable and bad in law. The 
Government of Kerala by the notification dated 4-8-77 have 
entirely exempted all the provisions of Kerala shop and esta¬ 
blishment Act from applying to the employee of the respon¬ 
dent Corporation. The drivers are not workers in the factory. 
They are covered only by the Staff Regulation and instruction 
Issued thereunder from time to time. The existing provision 
reguitUag overtime jpnyroont was determined in accordance 
with instructions issued under Regulation 4. In exercise of 
the powers conferred by sub-section 2 of Section 11 of the 
Life Insurance Corporation Act the Central Government 
notified an order on 1,6-57. This order has statutory force 
and binding the work/len represented by the petitioner. Item 
10 of the order says the hours for sub-staff, such as cleaners, 
watchman drivers and the like whoso work .is inherently of 
on intermittent nature shall be fixed by the competent autho¬ 
rity of the Corporation. The Life Insurance Corporation Act 
1956 was amended in the year 1981. Before the amendment 
jS ection 49 of the Act empowered the Corporation to frame 
regulations with previous approval of the Central Govern¬ 
ment. The Corporation has framed the Life Insurance Cor¬ 
poration Staff Regulation 1960. Regulation No. 55 provides 
for overtime payment. In the year 1971 there was Hn Amend¬ 
ment to the abpve said Regulation. As per the amended Act 
the .{Staff Regulation and other provisions , relating to lire 
•terms and conditions of seivice of the employees of the 
Corporation shall he deemed to be the rules made by the 
Central Government under Section 48.of the Act. The amend¬ 
ment empowers the Central Government to exercise the 
powers .under Section 48 mot withshauling anything contained 
umong other in the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 or any other 
law, agreement or settlement or Award in force. The regu¬ 
lation framed under Act 1 of 1981 have the force of law 
and are statutory in character and effect. Regulation 4 em¬ 
powers the Chairman to 'issue instructions from time to time 
to give effect to and to carry out the provisions of the staff 
'‘Regulation and to secure effective control over the Staff, The 
instructions so issued to liitiplemont Regulation 55 provides in 
so far as payment of overtime to jeep mobile vans is con¬ 
cerned. "Overtime will be allowed only for the number of 
hours for which they arc required to drive the jeep or mobile 
van in excess of 8 hours”. The above such provisions were 
In force for a very long time. The subsequent settlement 
regarding other demands the employees did not include any 
demand relating to the payment of overtime to jeep and 
mobile van drivers. Discomfort allowance was given to the 
jeep and mobile van drivers from 1 -9-71. In 1974 two settle¬ 
ments came into effective. The payment of overtime to 
worker at all material time was and is still regulated by the 
provisions of the Corporation Establishment Manual, which 
,npe, instructions issued under Regulation 4 from time to time, 
The extra hours over and above their duty Ijours were duly 
compensated. 

The 4 drivers mentioned iin the claim petition are employed 
in the Corporation. They are required to work only for 8 
hours at .the wheel. The claim of the union that the drivers 
should be -paid overtime beyond -the period of 8 hours irres¬ 
pective of whether they were on the wheel while on tour arc 
not correct. The case of drivers besides the dally allowance 


they are also being paid ffiitcomfqrtujlowance. Discomfort 
allowance is being paid to mobile vans arid jeep drivers’as"-a 
special case lo compensate any extra work and the discom¬ 
fort arising due to the extra work. Hence the claim of the 
petitioner may be dismissed. 

The respondent filed additional counter on 23-8-94 stating 
a full Bench of the Madras High Court in a case reported in 
1993 I LLJ 1030 has taken the view that the Industrial Dis¬ 
pute Act is excluded from the field covered by Section 48(2) 
(cc) of the Life Insurance Corporation Act. Therefore this 
Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain and decide the 
dispute. 

By consent M-l to M-14 and W-l to W-3 marked. 

The Point for consideration is : 

“Whether the action of the management ot the Life 
Insurance Corporation of India in refusing the 
demand for payment of overtime allowance to jeep 
and mobile van drivers employed in their Kozhikode 
Division is justfied 7 If not, to what relief the 
concerned workmen arc entitled to ?” 

The Petitioner Union Iras raised the above dispute because 
the mobile van and jeep driver arc denied the overtime wages 
for which they are entitled to under clause 55 of the regula¬ 
tion of the respondent corporation. The mobile van and 
jeep drivers normal working hours will be 8 hours excluding 
lunch interval. Ex. W-3 is the copy of the appointment order 
of one of the drivers. As per clause 55 of Ihe Regulation 
which is marked as W-l, the Corporation may sanction over¬ 
time payment to an employee belonging to class HI or Class 
IV who is required to work on Sundays or holidays or put 
in extra hours on week days in connection with the corpora¬ 
tions work subject to the provisions of Local enactment. The 
mobile van and jeep drivers arc required to wok more than 
8 hours when they are on tour. The drivers are required to 
help the projector operator in organising the cine equipment 
and starting the programme while he is present us per exhibit- 
W-3. The Staff car.drivers are paid overtime wages if they 
are asked to do extra work beyond the normal working hours. 
There is no justification in denying the overtime wages to the 
mobile van and jeep drivers alone. The denial of the Cor¬ 
poration is against their own regulation 55. It is contended 
by the Respondent’s Counsel that the reference itself is 
bad in law. The Respondent Copuration is constituted under 
the Life Insurance Corporation Act 1956. As per Section 49 
of the Act the Corporation is empowered to frame Regula¬ 
tions with the previous approval of the Central Government 
providing for the terms and conditions of service of the 
employee of Ihe Corporation. Accordingly, the Corporation 
framed Staff Regulation 1960 Ex. Mr2. In 1981 the LIC 
Act 1956 was amended. In 1957 (lie Central Government 
passed an Order in pursuance of Section 11 of the 1956 Act. 
As r per clause 10 of the order the number of hours of work 
are fixed for the employees. It provides the hours of work 
for all other categories Of sub-staff such as cleauers, watch¬ 
man, drivers and the like whose work is inherently of an 
intermittent nature shall be fixed by the competent authority 
of the Corporation. After the amendment of the Act in 1981 
the Staff Regulation and .other Provisions relating to the 
terms and conditions of the service of the employee shall be 
deemed to be the Rnles made by the Central Government, 
The Central Government is empowered to exercise the powers 
under Section 48 not withstanding anything .contained among 
other in the Industrial Dispute Act or any other law Agree¬ 
ment or Settlement or Aw'ard in force. The Chairman of 
the Corporation in exercise of the powers conferred under 
Regulation 4 issued from time to time instructions for the 
implementation of the Regulation. The instructions issued to 
Tar as payment of overtime to jeep and mobile van drivers is 
concerned “Overtime Will be allowed only for the number of 
hours for which .they are required to drive the jeep or mobile 
van in excess of 8 hours”.’ The payment of overtime to the 
workmen was and as still regulated by the Provisions of the 
Establishment Manual which arc instructions issued under 
Regulation 4. Ex. M-9 is the extract of the Establishment 
Manual. The Regulations framed and instructions issued for 
the implementation of the Regulations are statutory in charac¬ 
ter. They have the force of law as per decision reported in 
1994 (6S TLR 791). The .terms and conditions of services 
of the employees Coporation are governed bv the “Rcntilffijons 
and instructions issued arid ’ffle jjafidbions’of tire Iridlisfiial 
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Dispute Act will not apply. As per the decision of Our 
High Court reported in 1993 1 LLJ page 1030 in respect of 
matters covered by Rules the provisions of the Industrial 
Dispute Act will not be operative. In the present case regard¬ 
ing the payment oi overtime to the mobile van and jeep 
direvsr it is governed by the Regulations and 1 instructions of 
the Corporation, Ex. M-3 is one of the circulars issued by 
the Corporation regarding payment of discomfort allowance 
and payment of overtime to jeep and mobile van drivers. 
Therefore regarding the claim for overtime wages to mobile van 
and jeep drivers which is governed by the Regulation and 
instruction of the Corporation issued under Section 4-3 Sub- 
Clause 2(cc) is not maintainable before this Tribunal. This 
Tribunal has no jurisdiction to decide the matters which are 
governed by Corporation Regulation. If there is a violation 
of the Regulation by the Corporation then in respect of that 
violation this Tribunal has jurisdiction, It is not the case 
of the Petitioner the Corporation failed to pay overtime wages 
in violation of the Regulations framed by the Corporation. 

In the Result an Award is passed dismissing the Claim of 
the Petitioner holding this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to 
decide the dispute referred by the Government. No costs. 
Dated this 11th day of March 1996, 

THTRU N. SUBRAM AIN AN, Industrial Tribunal 
WITNESSES EXAMINED 

For both sides : 

None. 

DOCUMENTS MARKED 

For Workman : 

Ex. W-l—Extract of clause 35 of L.I.C. Stall Regulations 
1960 (Xerox copy) 

Ex. W-2—Extract of 1st page of award passed by the 
Calcutta Bench Central Administrative Tribunal— 
Reference No, 24/79 (Xerox copy) 

Ex. W-3/27-3-74—Appointment Order issued to Thiru 
D. Sivasankaran (Xerox copy) 

For Management : 

Ex. M-l/1 -6-57—Order No. 53(1)—Ins Cl)/57, Ministry 
of Labour, Government of India (Xerox copy) 

Ex. M-2 —Extract of Page 18 of L.I.C. Staff 

Regulation, 1960 (Xerox copy) 

Ex. M-3/9-11-71—Circular issued by L.I.C. Central 
Office to ail Zonal and Divisional Managers regard¬ 
ing discomfort allowance payable to Mobile van 
and jeep drivers (Xerox copy) 

Ex. M-4/10-7-73—Circular issued by L.I.C. Central 
Office to all Zonal and Divisional Managers regard¬ 
ing discomfort allowance payable to Mobile van 
and jeep drivers (Xerox copy) 


Ex. M-5/4-K-77—Tetter from the. Secretary to Govern¬ 
ment, Labour Department, Government of Kerala 
to the Management-Corporation (Xerox copy) 

Ex. M-6/24-1-74—Memorandum of settlement u/s 18 
of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 between the 
Management-Corporation and the workmen rep¬ 
resented by All India Insurance Employees Asso¬ 
ciation and 3 others regarding revision scales of pay, 
D.A., H.R.A. etc. (Xerox copy) 

Ex. M-7/4-10-82—Award Ref, No. 24/79 passed bv the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta 
regarding overtime allowance (Xerox copy) 

Ex, M-876-6-86—Judgement of the High Court, Calcutta 
(Xerox copy) 
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Ex. M-9/29-3-66—Extract of preface and page No. 256 
from Establishment Manual (Xerox copy) 

Ex, M-10/20-6-70—Memorandum of Settlement between 
L.I.C. and All India Insurance Employees Associa¬ 
tion and 3 others regarding revision of scales of 
pay, allowances and other terms and conditions of 
services (Xerox copy) 

Ex. M-l 1 /24-1-74—Same as Ex. M-6 (Xerox copy). 

Ex. M-12/6-2-74—Memorandum of Settlement between 
L.I.C. and All India Insurance Employees Associa¬ 
tion and 3 others regarding revision of scales of 
pay, D.A., H.R.A. etc. (Xerox copy) 

Ex. M-13/11-4-85 —Notification from Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Economic Affairs, Government of 
India relating to revision of terms and conditions 
of service class III and class I employees of Manage¬ 
ment Corporation (Xerox copy). 

Ex. M-I4 —Xerox copy of Gazette of India—Extra¬ 
ordinary Part If Section I dated 17-3-1981 publishing 
amendment of section I of 1981 of the Life Insu¬ 
rance Corporation (Amendment) Act, 1981 (Xerox 
copy), 
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New Delhi, the 19th April, 1996 

S.O. 1445.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Industrial Tribunal, Madras as shown in the 
Anncxure in the Industrial Depute between, the 
employers in relation to the management of Indian 
Bank and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 18-4-96. 

(No. L-12012|392|88D. IIA|IR(B-1I) 
V. K. SHARMA, Desk Officer 

ANNERURE 

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
TAMIL NADU, MADRAS 

Tuesday the 12th day of March, 1996 

PRESENT : 

Thiru N. Subramanian, B.A., B.L., Industrial 
Tribunal. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 80 OF 1988 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication 
under section 10(1) (d) of the- Industrial Disputes 
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Act, 1947 between the workmen and the manage¬ 
ment of Indian Bank, Madras-1). 

BETWEEN : 

The workmen represented by The General 
Secretary, Indian Bank Employees: Onion. 
No. 25, II Line Beach, Madras-600001. 

AND 

The General Manager, Indian Bank, 25 Second 
Line Beach, Beach, Madras-600001. 

REFERENCE : 

Order No. L~12012|392|88-D. H(A), dated 
20-12-1988, Ministry of Labour, Govern¬ 
ment of India, New Delhi. 


This dispute coming on for final hearing on 
Tuesday the 30th day of January 1996, upon peru¬ 
sing the reference, c)a ; m and counter statements and 
all other material papers on Record and upon hearing 
the arguments of Thiruvalargal R. Vaigaii and S. 
Vaidyanathun, for Tvl. Row & Reddy, advocates 
appearing for the workmen and of Thiru. G. 
Vcnkataraman, or Tvl. Aiyar and Doha and 
R. Aruunigam, advocates appearing for the mana¬ 
gement, aDd this dispute having stood over till this 
day for consideration, this Tribunal made the follow¬ 
ing 

AWARD 

The Government of India by its Order No, L- 
12012|392|88-D. 11(A) dated 20-12-1988, Ministry 
of Labour, referred for adudication by this Tribunal 
under Section 10(1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 regarding the dispute : 

“Whether the management of Indian Bank is 
justified in dismissing Sh. K. V. Kuppaji 
Rao, sub. staff employed in Denkanikottah 
Branch on the basis of the findings of 
the domestic enquiry ? If not, to what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled 
and from what date ?'* 

After service of summons, both the petitioner and 
respondent filed their respective claim statement 
and counter statement. 

The case of the Petitioner as per the claim state¬ 
ment is as follows : 

The delinquent Kuppaji Rao joined the services 
as Daftri 20 years back. He was served with suspen¬ 
sion cum charge sheet on 11-7-85 for the miscon¬ 
duct of misappropriation. The delinquent employesc 
submitted his explunaton. The alleged confession 
letter dated 4-5-85 was dictated and obtained under 
duress by the Branch Manager Sri. Sridhar. A do¬ 
mestic enquiry was conducted. In the domestic 
enquiry, the Clerk who prepared the documents 
was not examined. The witness to the confession 
letter was examined. The complainant V. Gopla did 
itot depose that Kuppari Rao had obtained his 


signatures fraudently or cheated him. The said 
witness went away without even signing his deposi¬ 
tion. In the investigation report it was) stated that 
the Officer pressurised' the contractor andi get his 
statement. The Branch Manager Sridhar did not 
depose that he was misguided by the delinquent. 
The Enquiry Officer absolved the employee of the 
first charge and found him guilty of the second 
charge. In the personal hearing the employee stated 
that he was forced to give a confession statement. 
He was not given a cdply of the enquiry Report before: 
the Disciplinary authority concured the findings of 
the cnqu’Ty. The Appeal preferred by the delinquent 
was dismissed. The dismissal i s illegal arbitrary and 
in violation of principles of natural justice. The find¬ 
ings of the Enquiry Officer that the second charge was 
proved when the first charge was not proved is 
not correct when the second charge was directly 
Linked with the first charge. The past record of the 
employee has not been taken into consideration. The 
quantum of punishment is disproportionate to the 
gravity of charges. Only due to the negligence of the 
Manager such a grave mistake has taken place. The 
del'nquent cmplyce has' been victuniscd by the 
management for no fault of his. The defence repre¬ 
sentative was not given an opportunity to cross 
examine the complainant. The second charge cannot 
sustain for the sole reason that the employee was 
not aware of the loan for Rs, L000|-. K. C. 
Govindappa lodged h’s written complaint on 3-5-85, 
On 30-4-85 itself the Officials met him and told 
about the amount credited to his account. This goes 
to prove that he lodged the complaint at the inst¬ 
ance of the management. The letter dated 4-5-85 
was obtained by force and threat. In the lawyer 
not : ce of the Complainant dated 31-3-85 there is 
mention that the delinquent employee has 

forged his signature and misappropriated bis 
'money. One Abdul Khader and another 
V. R. Rajaram who alleged to have remitted the 
monev were not examined in the Enquiry to prove 
how and why they remitted the amount. On 23-10-86 
the complainant has written a letter to the manage¬ 
ment requesting them to ignore the oral complaint. 
So the Tribunal may be: pleased to set aside the 
order of dismissal and reinstate with: full backwages 
and other benefits. 

The Respondent filed its counter that the workman 
was employed as peon. He was charge sheeted for 
alleged misconduct of misappropriation. A domestic 
enquiry was conducted he was given full and reason¬ 
able opportunity during enquiry. The diseplinary 
authority concumed with the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer and awarded the punishment of dismissal. 
The Appeal preferred by the workman was dismissed 
after due consideration. The deposition of V. Gopal 
and the disturbance created during his examination 
have been recorded and duly attested by the Enquiry 
Officer and others. From the existence of Govindappa 
it was clear that his account has been freely used 
for credit and debits and the workman was respon¬ 
sible for getting a letter from him to authorise the 
Branch la reverse the credit to his account. Since 
the workman admitted his guilt before the Investi¬ 
gating Officer and has given a letter to that effect 
there was no necessity to make mrker investigation. 
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The Manager Sridhar has stated that the charge 
sheeted employee brought the application or grant of 
loan. Since the original letter given by the work¬ 
man was returned at his request the Management 
could file only a photo copy. The attesting witness 
clearly stated that he attested the confession only at 
the request of the workman. During the personal 
hearing the charge sheeted employees did not com¬ 
plain that he was not given the findings of the en¬ 
quiry. The charges made against the employee was 
specific and they arc independent in nature. It is 
proved that the account of Govindappa was credited 
with Rs. 6,640.30 p. The fact that the Officer who 
sanctioned the loan did not follow the procedure does 
not absolve the workman of his misconduct. There 
is no justification for the workman to make good 
the amount involved in the transaction if he is not 
responsible for the same. The proceedings of the 
enquiry was handed over to the delinquent employees 
before the disciplinary officer concurred with the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer. After taking into 
account all aspects the disciplinary authority awar¬ 
ded the punishment of dismissal. Hence the claim 
of the petitioner may be dismissed with costs. 

By consent M-l to M-14 and W-i to W-5 
marked. 


The point for adjudication is : 

“Whether the management of Indian Bank is 
justified in dismissing Sri K. V. Kuppaji 
Rao, sub-staff employed in Denkanikottah 
Branch on the basis of the findings of the 
domestic enquiry. If not, to what lelief 
the workman concerned is entitled and from 
what date”. 

The workman K. V. Kuppaji Rao was working 
as daftri (peon) in Denkanikottah of the Respon¬ 
dent Branch. For the alleged misconduct of misap¬ 
propriation committed by him on 12-4-82 and 
31-8-83 he was placed under suspension under Ex. 
M-l. A charge memo Ex, M-2 was given to the 
workman. The first charge is that on 12-4-82 he 
misguided V. Gopai a RIP deposit holder with re¬ 
ceipt number 226567 dated 8-3-82 for Rs. 37,000|- 
with .maturity date 8-3-85 and raised a loan of 
Rs. 7,000)- against the said deposit, against his actual 
requirement of Rs. 21)00 - by fraudulently obtaining 
the signature on the blank form and debit voucher 
and misappropriated Rs, 5,000)-. 

The second charge that on 31-8-83 he again 
misguided the Branch Manager that the de¬ 
positor was present in the Banking Hall produced 
the opening form and loan document purporting to 
contain the signature of V. Gopai which later 
found to be forged and fabricated and managed to 
raise a secopd loan of Rs. 25,0001- against RIP 
No. 226567 all without the knowledge of V. Gopai 
and after adjusting the first loan with interest 
Rs. 8359.70 p, misappropriated the balance 
Rs. 16,640.30 p. and utilised the said amount for 
discharging the debt due by him to K. C, Govindappa 


of Nagamungahn—a S.B. Account holder. A domes¬ 
tic enquiry was conducted. Ex. M-4 is the Enquiry 
Proceedings. Ex. M-6 are the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer. The Enquiry Officer found the workman 
not guilty ior charge No. I and guilty under charge 
No, 2. Thereafter a show cause notice M-7 pro¬ 
posing the punishment was given. After obtaining 
the reply Ex. M-ll| he was dismissed from service 
under M-8. The Appeal preferred by the workman 
was dismissed under Ex. M-10. It is argued by the 
petitioner’s counsel that the findings of the En¬ 
quiry Officer that the workman was guilty for charge 
No. 2 is erroneous since charge 1 and 3 are inter¬ 
linked. The enquiry officer has given a finding for 
charge No, l as not proved because the signature 
found in the loan application and debit voucher 
were the signatures of V, Gopai the account holder 
itself. As the forgery of the signatures is not proved 
he has come to the conclusion that charge No. 1 is 
not proved. The allcgat.on for the second charge is 
a separate and the transaction took place on a diffe¬ 
rent date. Even though there seems to be some con¬ 
nection between charge No. 1 and 2 the findings 
for the 1st charge is not depending upon the findings 
of the other charge. So the argument of the counsel 
for the petitioner in this aspect is not sustainable. 
In the domestic enquiry seven witnesses were exa¬ 
mined on the side of the management. MW2 was 
the Manager when the alleged occurrence took place. 
According to him on 31-8-83 there was heavy crowd 
in the Bank and the delinquent produced the loan 
application Ex. M-l2 with the opening form M-5 
marked in the Enquiry representing that the deposi¬ 
tor is in the Bank hall. Further he says he called the 
depositor but due to the heavy crowd he could not 
sec hum. Therefore he sanctioned the loan. According 
to the 2nd charge the signature of the depositor 
V. Gopai was forged iu the loan application. Even 1 
though there is no direct evidence that the workman 
forged the signature of deposit holder or he made 
somebody to forge the signature of the deposit holder 
the fact remains the signature found in ME-12 
depos.t loan voucher arc not that of V. Gqpal’s 
signature. In the Ex. ME-5 there are 5 signatures 
of the deposit holder. Out of the 5 signatures marked 
1, 2, 3, in ME-5 are similar. But the signatures', 
marked 4 and 5 arc completely different. The sig¬ 
nature found in ME-11 and 12 are similar to the 
signatures marked, as 4 and 5 in ME-5. One cannot 
sign his name in two different ways when signajng 
at the samg. time. So the sifinaturo marked 4 and 5 
m ME-5 and ME-11 and 12 ought to have 
signed by different, person on different occa¬ 
sion. The Account holder V. Gopai who was exami¬ 
ned as 5th witness has deposed that he has not avail¬ 
ed any loan on 31-8-83 submitting Ex, ME-11 and 
12. The subsequent events leads to the inference that 
the delinquent ought to have involved in the transac¬ 
tion. It is admitted that the workman owed a loan 
of Rs. 14,000|- to one Govindappa and his father-in- 
law. It is the evidence of the said Govindappa that 
he was demanding the loan very often. He further 
says that the workman told him that he already de¬ 
posited the amount in his account and asked him to 
come to the Bank the next day. When he went to the 
Bank on the next day the delinquent got his signature 
in a blank withdrawal slip atkl paid him Rs. '14,000]- 
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to him. In the meantime a sum of Rs, 16,640.3Op hasi 
been deposited in the S, B. Account of Govindappa, 
on 31-8-83. Ex. ME-23 is the copy of the S. B. 
Account ledger of Govindappa. There it is seen on 
31-8-83 a sum of Rs. 16,64G.30p has been deposited 
by cash. It is the evidence of Govindappa that he did 
not deposit the said amount on 31-8-83 and he does 
not know now this amount has been deposited. This 
aspect of the evidence of Govindappa was not chal¬ 
lenged by the delinquent employee during cross exa¬ 
mination. This amount has been deposited under 
ME-14 on 31-8-83 signed as self. So from the evi¬ 
dence of Govindappa it is clear that he has not de¬ 
posited any amount on 31-8-83. This amount tallies 
with the amount received afteir adjusting the first loan 
with interest on the RIP account of V. Gopal under 
ME-11. So this amount has been deposited only by 
the delinquent employee on 31-8-83. That is why he 
has stated to Govindappa that he has deposited the 
amount in his account. It is the evidence of MW-1 in 
the enquiry that the delinquent employee made ar¬ 
rangements to deposit the amount and the same is in 
the custody of 2 respected customers of the Branch. 
They ajso paid the amount on 13-5-85. One Abdul 
Khader deposited a sum of I6,640.30p to the account 
of Govindappa under M-25 and one V. R. Rajcndran 
deposited a sum of Rs. ll,045.70p in the account of 
Gopal. On the same day the delinquent employee pro¬ 
duced a letter ME-18 from Govindappa to the Man¬ 
ager stating a sum of 16,640.30p was wrongly credit¬ 
ed his account earlier and he is depositing the said 
amount today. It is the evidence of Govindappa that 
this letter was obtained from him by the delinquent 
employee. 


Further it is contended by the Respondent’s coun¬ 
sel that the delinquent employee has admitted his mis¬ 
conduct and gave a confession letter Ex. ME-27 is the 
copy of the Confession letter. This letter has been at¬ 
tested by one Purushothaman another employee of 
Andevanapalli was examined in the enquiry. Accord¬ 
ing to him the delinquent employee got his signature 
as a witness in the letter. The fact that the delinquent 
employee has given a confession letter is proved from 
the defence witness when he says that he got back 
the original of the confession letter from the Regional 
Manager and from the evidence of the Manager. Ac¬ 
cording to the delinquent employee this confession 
letter was obtained from him by force. It was not 
put to the Manager when he was examined that the 
confession statement was obtained by force ami 
threat but on the other hand an objection was taken 
that the original confession letter was not produced, 
When the original was got back by the delinquent it 
is not possible to produce the original by the Man¬ 
agement to the Enquiry. No motive was suggested to 
the attesting witness to the confession letter to speak 
falsehood agarist the worker. Ex. M-3 is the investi¬ 
gating report regarding the misconduct submitted by 
T. K. Sampath TCO Dharmapuri. He was examined 
in the enquiry. In the invesigation report the Officer 
has stated the worker has closed his R.D. Account at 
Andevanapalli B'anch. He collected some amount 
from his friends! and from selling wife’s jewels and 
paid the amount to the S.B. Account of Gonal and 
Govindappa through one Rajaram and Abdul Khader. 


The remittance of Rajaram and Abdul Khader is pro¬ 
ved by ME-25 and 20. So from the oral and docu¬ 
mentary evidence charge No. 2 is proved beyond 
doubt before the enquiry. So the findings of the En¬ 
quiry Officer is perfectly correct. 

Regarding the punishment it is contended that it is 
too severe and disproportionate. The delinquent em¬ 
ployee using his position as a Bank employee was 
dealing with the customer’s money for his own use 
without their knowledge. Even though there is no 
financial loss either to the Bank or to the customer 
this misconduct of the Bank employee will reflect on 
the reputation of the Bank. So the Order of dismissal 
cannot be considered as sever© and disproportionate 
considering the circumstances and the gravity of the 
misconduct committed by the employee. 

In the result an Award is passed holding that the 
dismissal of K. V. Kuppaji Rao on the basis of the 
findings of the Domestic Enquiry is justified. No costs. 

Dated this the 12th day of March, 1996. 

THIRU N. SUBRAMANIAM, Industrial Tribunal 
WITNESSES EXAMINED 
For both sides : None 

DOCUMENTS MARKED 
For Workmen 

Ex.W-1—23-8-85—Explanation by Thiru k. V. 
Kuppaji Rao to the charge sheet dated 
11-6-85 (xerox copy). 

Ex.W-2—16-8-87—Letter from the Petitioner- 
union to the Assistant Labour Coinmissic ier 
(Central), Madras (xerox copy). 

Ex.W-3—2-12-87—Reply by the Management- 
Bank to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Madras (xerox copy). 

Ex.W4—2-12-87—Conciliation Failure Report 
(xerox copy). 

Ex.W-5—28-10-91—Judgement of 1st Addi¬ 
tional Judge, Coimbatore (copy), 

For Management : 

Ex.M-1—11-7-85—Suspension order issued to 
Thiru K. V. Kuppaji Rao (copy). 

Ex,M-2—16-9-95—Charge sheet issued to Thiru 
K. V. Kuppaji Rao (copy). 

Ex.M-3—4-7-85—Investigation Report (copy). 

Ex.M-4—4-7-85—Proceedings of the enquiry 
Officer (copy). . 

Ex.M-5—-4-7-85—Documents marked in the do¬ 
mestic enquiry (copy). 

Ex.M-6—18-7-85—Findings of the enquirv 
Officer (copy). 
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Ex.M-7—5-9-86—Second show cause notice 
issued to Thiru K, V. Kuppaji Rao (copy). 

Ex.M- 8—25-11-86—Dismissal Order (copy), 

'Ex.M-9—6-1-87—Appeal against the dismissal 
order (copy). 

Ex.M-10—9-3-87—Order of Appellate Authority 
(copy). 

Ex.M-11—13-10-86—Reply by the petitioner- 
union to the show cause notice dated 5-9-96. 

Ex.M-12—13-10-86—Defence summing up on 
the domestic enquiry conducted against K. V. 
Kuppaji Rao. 

Ex.M-13—23-10-86—Letter from Thiru Gopal 
to the Management-Bank in Telugu langu¬ 
age. 

Ex.M-14—23-10-86—Translation of ExM-13 
in English. 
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 1996 

S.O. 1446.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, (No. 2) 
Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M|s. C.M.P.D.I.L., Ranchi and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on 22-4-96. 

[No. L-20012|429|93-IR(C-I)] 
BRAJ MOHAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BBEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri D. K. Nayak, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute Under 
Section 10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act., 1947. 
Reference No. 21 of 1995 


PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
C.M.P.D.I.L., Ranchi and their workmen, 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workmen—None. 

On behalf of the employers—Shri L. N. Mishra, 
authorised representative. 

STATE : Bihar. INDUSTRY : Central 

Mine Planning. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 15th April, 1996 
AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication 
vide their Order No L-20012]429|93-1.R.(C-1), 
dated, the 6th February, 1995. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M|s. 
CMPDIL, Ranchi is justified in not regu¬ 
larising the services of workmen, Sri M. K. 
Guru, as clerk|typist w.e.f. 30-8-1990 as ho 
was performing the duties of typing)clerk 
If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled?” 

2. Soon after the receipt of the order of reference 
notices were duly served upon the parties. The work- 
men|union neither turned up nor took any steps. The 
management although m,ade his appearance by Shri 
L. N. Mishra. Thereafter several adjournments were 
granted and notices were issued to the workmen but 
they neither turned up nor took any steps. It there¬ 
fore leads me to an inference that the workmen|union 
are not interested to pursue their claim before this 
Tribunal and presently there is no dispute existing 
between them. Accordingly, a ‘No dispute Award is 
passed the circumstances. 

D. K. NAYAK, Presiding Officer. 

Tf 23, 1996 
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 1996 

S.O. 1447.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, New 
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Delhi, as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Punjab Natioal Bank and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-4-96. 

[No. L-12011 |20[94-TR(B.II)] 

BRAJ MOHAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GANPATI SHARMA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NEW DELHI 

LD. No. 106j94 

In the matter of dispute be! ween : 

General Secretary,, 

Punjab National Bank Employees Union, 

710, Ballimaran, Chandni Chowk, Delhi-6 
Camp Office, 

W-8, Green Park, New Delhi. 

Versus 

1. The Chairman, 

Punjab National Bank, 

H.O., Bhikhaji Cama Place, 

New Delhi. 

2. The Regional Manager, 

South Delhi Region 
Tolstoy Marg, 

Connaught Circus, New Delhi, 

3. The Regional Manager, 

North Delhi Region, 

Antrish Bhawan, 

Connaught Circus, New Delhi. 

APPEARANCES: 

None—for the workman, 

Mrs. Renu Sharma—for the Manageemnt. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-42011|20|94-I R. B-2 dated 
28-9-94 has referred the following industrial dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the contention of the PNB Employees 
Union, Delhi that the management of PNB, 
South Delhi and North Delhi Regions are 
not granting officiating allowance to sub¬ 
staff for officiating in clerical cadre strictly 
as per Para 9.11(b) of the Bipartite Settle¬ 
ment dated 19-10-66 is correct? If so, what 
relief are the sub-staff concerned entitled to?" 

2. During the course of disposal of this I.D. parties 
sought time for settlement and the management has 
filed one circular dated 25-11-95 and made statement 
that vide this circular Mark X all branches have been 
instructed to pay officiating allowance to the sub-staff 
officiating in the clerical cadre. 


[Part II—Sec. 3(i't)j 

3. None was present on behalf of the workman on 
that date. In view of this circular the reference has 
become infructuous. Management shall be bound by 
the terms of the circular and the statement made by 
the representative in the court. 

19th March 1996, 

GANPATI SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

=r£ toFr:, wsbr, tsye 
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 1996 

S.O. J 448.—In pursuance of Section. 17 oif the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award Of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, New 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of New Bank of India. New Punjab' 
National Bank and their workmen which was re¬ 
ceived) by the Central Government on 22-4-1996 . 

[No. L-12012/66/93 IR(B-Il)] 
BRAJ MOHAN Desk Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GANPATI SHARMA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NEW DELHI. 

I. D. No. 66/93 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Rama Shankar Sahu r/o B-19/20, D- 
Block, Hastinapur, Meerut. 

Versus 

Regional Manager Punjab National Bank, 
Regional Office Meeruit (Erst While 
New Bank of India). 

APPEARANCES : 

Shri Rama Shankar Sahu in persons. 

Shri M. K. Roy for the Management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour vide its Order No. L-12012|66193-IR(BI1), 
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dated 1-9-1993 has referred the following industrial 
dispute to th : S Tribunal for adjudication — 

“Whether the claim, of Shri Rama Shankar Sabu 
that he was an employee of New Bank 
of India from July, 1987 to 24-12-1991 
is correct ? If so, whether the termination 
of his services with effect from 24-12-1991 
was justified ? What relief, if any, is 
Shri Sahu entitled: to ?” 

2. The workman in his statement of claim alleged 
that he wasi employed as a Mali and he was emp¬ 
loyed in July, 1987 and was posted at Hastinapur 
Branch. He worked upto 23-12-1991 and was re¬ 
moved' from, service w.e.f, 24-2-1992 without any 
order or compliance of Section 25-F of the I. D. 
Act. The temrnation of the workman was mala- 
fide and has prayed that he be reinstated with full 
back wages. 

3. The management in its written statement alleg¬ 
ed that the dispute was not properly espoused. The 
workman was engaged for maintaning the lawns of 
the branch at a monthly payment of Rs. 65/- per 
month and he used to come for one hour twice or 
thrice in a week. He was discharging the duties of 
purely casual nature and not connected with func¬ 
tions of the banking operations. He was not a 
workman as defined under the Act nor there was 
any retrenchment. 

4. The management did not examined any witness 
while workman himself appeared as WW-1, 

5: I have heard the workman and his representa¬ 
tive and representative of the management and have 
gone through the record. 

6. The workman has himself admitted in his 
statement that he was being paid Rs. 75/- P.M. and 
also admHted that he was looking after flowers main- 
tainenance of garden as Mali. No appo'ntment 
letter has been produced by the workman and there 
can be no post the salary of which would be Rs. 75/- 
P.M. It 's, therefore, stands established that the 
workman Rama Shankar Sahu was working only as 
a part time Mali in the bank and was not regular 
employee of the management. He was, thus, doing 
the work of casual employee and such employees 
are excluded from the operation of the Desai Award 
hence they do not fall under the definition of the 
workman under the I. D. Act, In view of no evi¬ 
dence on record to Suggest that the workman was 
regular employee of the bank whose services were 
terminated I am of the view that the workman was 
only a part time casual labour and therefore, was 
not a workman and entitled to any relief in this 
reference. Parties are left to bear their own costs, 


Dated : 19th March, 1996. 

GANPATI SHARMA, Presiding Officer. 

C.G.I.T. New Delhi. 
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New Delhi, the 24th April, 1996 

S.O. 1449.—Tn pursuance of Section 17 of the Inclustrinl 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal Assam as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of N.E.C. Ltd. and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-4-1996. 

INo. L-22012 '87/R9-IR (Oil)] 
RAJA LAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, GLWAHATI, ASSAM 
Reference No. 11 (C) /'89 

PRESENT : 

Shri J. C. Kalita, B,A, (Hons). LL.3., 

Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal,! Guwahati. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute : 

BETWEEN 

The Management of 

Tikok Colliery, North Eastern Coalfields, 

Coal India, Ltd., Margherita. 

Versus 

Their workmen of North Eastern Coalfields Margherita. 
APPEARANCE : 

Smt. M. Hazarika, Advocate—for the Management. 

Sri P. Deka, Sri C, K. Das, Advocates—for the Work¬ 
man. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi 
by a Notification No. L-22012/87/89-IR (C-II) dated 14-9-89 
referred an industrial dispute between the Management of 
Tikok Colliery North Eastern Coalfields, Coal India Ltd. 
and its workman Sri R. K. Khetri HEMM operator for ad¬ 
judication by this Tribunal with copies to the parties. On 
receipt of the said notification a reference was registered and 
notices are sent to tho parties to appear before this Tribunal 
and to file their written statement. Both the parities appeared 
and filed their written ssatement. 

The issue reads as follows— 

“Whether the action of the Management of Tikok 
Colliery North Eastern Coalfields, Coal India Ltd. 
in dismissing Sri R, K. Khetri, HEMM Operator, 
is justified ? If not, to what relief ihc workman 
concerned is entitled 7" 

The Management in their written statement contended that 
the delinquent wokman was appointed as Heavy Earth Moving 
Machinery Operator at Tikok Colliery for loading Truck 
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with Coal ns per the grade mentioned in <he Coal despatch* 
Oder. On payment of the price of the Co il as per quality, i| 
challans are issued for different colours for different grades { 
to be loaded in Truck from different dumps displayed with ; 
label. C’oul despatch No. 9165 dated 26-12-87 for supply 
of Coal continuing 15.1% to 16% ash wus issued but the 
delinquent workman deliberately loaded Coni containing 
9.1% to 10% ash in clear violation of the Coal despatch' 
order by ignoring the instruction of the Manager; and 
thereby caused financial loss to the Company with the inten¬ 
tion of fetching higher prices for personal gain committing 
fraud and dishonesty to the Company. He was charge- 
sheeted for his misconduct Vide charge sheet No. 1 KK/9( A)/ 
1.124/87 dated 29-12-87 on a single charge theft, fraud or 
dishonesty in connection with the Company's business or 
property Under Clause 10(C)(2) of the standing orders for 
Collieries. The explanation given by him wts not satisfactory. 
So a domestic enquiry was instituted. The enquiry was 
conducted in his presence and to his hearing and the witnesses 
produced by the Management were cross-examined by him. 
He admitted loading of Coal containing 9.1% to 10% ash 
instead of 15.1% to 16% ash at the instruction of the 
supervisor Sri Phuleswar Gogoi. The Enquiry Officer did 
not accept his plea and found him guilty against the changes 
levelled against him. On receipt of the enquiry report the 
Management recommended him to be dismissed from service. 
The General Manager on perusal of the enquiry proceeding, 
the documents and the report, accepted the recommendation 
and passed the order of dismissal on 16-5-88. So he is not 
entitled to the relief claimed. 

The workman was represented by the General Secretary 
Janata Mazdoor Sangh. Tn the written statement the alle¬ 
gation brought wus totally denied and plead-d thnl in 1948 
the workman was a protected workman hM.limy the post of 
Treasurer of Janata Mazdoor Sangh. On 28-12-8 1 he was 
in 2nd shift duly starting from 3 P.M, He was asked by 
the supervisor bri Phuleswar Gogoi to loal f;.c Trucks with 
Coal containing 9.1% to 10%, ash instead of 15- per cent 
tn 16% ash. After loading he went to clearing point. 
When c-.me to the n lice of the Mann-;- haring seen 
the ’n.adcd TTurk with better grades of Coal, the workman 
was asked as to why he has loaded Coal containing 9.1 % 
to 10% ash instead of 15.1% to 16 per cent ash, the work¬ 
man replied Unit lie just ohved the order of the supervisor 
Sri Phuleswar Gog-oi. It is not his duty to see and check 
the challan. He faced the domestic enquitv instituted against 
him, but was not supplied with the cony of the statement of 
the Manager recorded on 11-1-88 and also the copy of the 
challan in question. His prayer to call the driver, Chnlasi 
and the Munshi of the Truck as witnesses was turned down 
by the Enquiry Officer. While on duty oil 16-5-88 he was 
served with the dismissal order effective from 16-5-88. He 
was a protected workman his dismissal was in violation of 
the provision of Section 33(3) of the Act. Hence is the 
dispute challenging his dismissal. 

Management in support of its Case examined three witnesses 
and the workman examined himself. Both sides pressed few 
documents into service. 

What T find from the record is that a preleminnry issue 
as to the legality and fairness of the domestic enquiry was 
raised which was decided by mv predecessor on 4-6-92 
holding the domestic enquiry unfair and illegal. 

It is an admitted fart that the delinquent workman was 
a loader of Tikok Colliery. It is also a fact lhat there are 
two grades of Coal to be loaded on Truck stacked in 
different places displaying its brand visibly containing 9.1% 
to 10% and 15 1 % m 15 oer cent ash. Tt is also a fact 
that the Truck No, ASO 5579 was issued a challan to be- 
loaded with Coal containing 15.t% to 16% ash but the 
workman loaded it with Coal containing 9.1% to 10% 
ash, a better quality of Coal costing higher prices, 

Now the question comes whether the workman load'd 
the Truck with better quality of Coni containing 9.1% to 
10 % ash with dishonest intention for his personal gain 
causing loss to the management. Whether his (’mounted 
to misconduct, as defined in stnndin® orders for collieries. 
The workman defended the pllcgaf'on by slat'nii that it is not 
hi' d'ltv i <- i'V'-It 1 U-- ’ haP-n issued 1 to the 'Truck, his 
duty is to load the Truck as ordered bv the Runervisnr. If 
is in evidence that on that dateon Phuleswar Gogoi wus the 
supervisor and the workman was the loader. 


Burden solely lies upon the workman to prove that he 
loaded the Truck with better qualities of Coal containing 
9.1% to 10% ash as per direction or order of the super¬ 
visor. Management witness No. 1 is the supervisor Shri 
Phuleswar Gogoi. In cross-examination lie has stated that 
he has also been charge sheeted along with this workman for 
the same allegation but he was absolved from the charges. 
He has admitted that it is his duty to sec (he chap an and 
without his instruction Truck could not be loaded; but herein 
this case he did not look into the challan. This witness 
further stated that the entry of the Truck at the gate should 
be made by the driver. After the entry at the gate the 
Truck is weighed in weigh bridge, thereafter another entry 
is made at another place, then it came to him and then 
he accords permission for loading. It is his duty to see how 
the Truck is loaded as per his instruction. When I have 
found from his evidence is that he has fully supported the 
evidence of the workman that he is to follow the instruction 
of the supervisor. So the loading of the Truck as per direc¬ 
tion of the supervise- is neither his fault nor negligence on 
duty as it was not his duty to see the challan. When the 
challan is not with him and he is unaware as to what kind 
of Coal is to be loaded, it cannot be said that he has inten¬ 
tionally loaded the Coal of better quality containing 9,1% 
lo ] 0%, ash in place of 15.1% to 16 per cent ash for the 
personal gain, Witness No. 3 of the management also stated 
that the Incharge Puleswar Gogoi is to instruct whether 
15.1% to 16%, or 9.1 per cent to 10 per cent ash contents 
are to be loaded. Witness No. 2 deposed that he sent the 
2nd copy of the challan to Inchargc Phuleswar Gogoi. It is 
now clear that the challan never reached the loader. He 
loaded the Truck ns per direction of the supervisor: and not 
of his own sweet will. Carrying out the order of the super¬ 
visor is a part of hi- dutv and can not be termed as misconduct 
In my opinion. Management failed to prove the malafides 
on the part of the workman in loading better quality of Coal 
in Truck No. ASQ 5579. 


This Tribunal is dealing with a dispute duly referred 
by the Central Government for adjudication and not upon 
an application under Section 33(3) of the Act. When a 
dispute arises Industrial Tribunal has power to sco whether 
the termination of service of a workman is justified and to 
give appropriate relief. In case of dismissal on misconduct, 
the Tribunal does not act as a Court of appeal and subsitute 
its own judgement for that of the management. It will inter¬ 
fere (i) When there is want of good faith, (ii) When there 
is victimisation or unfair labour practice, (ill) When the 
management has been guilty of a basic error or violation of 
a principle of natural justice and (iv) When on materials the 
finding is romrletelv baseless or perverse. The standing orders 
for Collieries is not produced before this Tribunal to see the 
definition of misconduct. Does carry out of the order of the 
supervisor by a loader in loading ■the Truck without having 
seen the challan. amounts to misconduct 7 The charge was 
in respect of theft fraud or dishonesty in connection with the 
business of the Company. Loading of Coal as per instruc¬ 
tion of the supervisor is neither theft nor fraud. Whether 
he has acted dishonesty in doing so. 


Since levelling the charge the workman all along pleaded 
that he lor/ded the Truck with better finality of Coal as per 
instruction given bv the snnervisor. The supervisor in his 
cross-examination admitted that the loader is to load as per 
his instruction and it Is not his duty to see the challan bearing 
the grade of Coal to be loaded. In mv opinion, manage¬ 
ment has failed to prove the fact of dishonestv on the part 
of the loader in loading the Truck No. ASQ 5579 with 
better qualities of Coal. 


Tt is not known how the supervisor Phuleswar Gn-oi was 
absolved from the charge when the Truck was loaded under 
his supervisor. Except them, no third person was p-ecc 1 -* 
at the time of loading. What can be reasonable perceived 
is that the management has given protection to the supervisor 
at the cost of the -workman. Want of faith should be reason¬ 
able and lipbias but herein this cas' management’" action 
to dismisss hjm from seevicx has been found unjustified. 
As a result th“ order of dismissal is declared Illegal and is 
hereby set aside. The management is directed to reinstate 
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him in ihe post lie h;is held at the time of dismissal with 
back wages and other benelits. 

I give lid- award on this -Rh April '96 under my hand 
and real. 

J. C. KALITA, Presiding Officer 

n£ f.V-li Tt ttK T, 1996 

■pf.vi'r. i 4 5 ufq-<m sfttpTat 1 ', 1947 (1947 tt td) 

n?r «Ft 17 ^ sr, 'spin t tern- p<e tft % tciseTM 

% mtst fipforT’r xfn; t3Tft ^4nT|ff % ?,m, spprcr it fuNM 

wVtfrict; h rrsYrt. sfratfar vtwr ns 

<tvft spt ipirrhirtt |, urt qmtiir rrtTn: nr ^3-4-96 in sum 

JWT 'It I 

[it. rou'/.t o/qsj; 9 1 ^ stir (tr‘t- 11 ) ] 

tri Mi m, 5it srfspffr^f 


New Delhi, the 24th April, 1996 

So. 1450- l n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (.14 of 1947), the Centrul Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal Dhanbad as shown in the Anne.ture in 
the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of F.C.I. and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 24-4-1996, 

[No. L-22012/30, F/92-IR (C-lI)l 
RAJA LAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXUKE 

BEFORF. THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : 

Shri D. K. Nayak, Presiding Officer. 

In the malter of an industrial dispute under Section lOriUd) 
of the I. D. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 26 of 1992 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Food Cor¬ 
poration of India, Patna and their workman. 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the workman---Shri B. N. Prasad, tho 
concerned workman himself. 

On behalf of the employers-- Shri M. S. Khan, authorised 
representative. 

ST VIE : Bihar INDUSTRY : Pood 

DlinuhaJ, (he 161 Ei April, 1996 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them tinder Section |0( I )(d) of 
,r ,! 3 - A - c: ; i; ' ' ' h«s referred the following dispute to 
this tribunal tor adjudication vide their Order No. 1 - li]?/ 

30'f / ,! I-l.R. (Coal-1 (), dated, the 2nd June. 1943. 

SCHEDULE 

"Pf.ijdiir the action of the management of Food ( orpo- 
rsf n of India, Puma in dismissing Shri B. N, Prasad 
from .cvvice is legal and justified ? Tf not, to wbnt 
relict the u-nermed workman is enlitled 

31*47 C,J /9r,—| 


1.1 19 93/* TFT 23, l')!S 1 7,1 ! 


2. Pursuant to the aforesaid reference my predecessor-in- 
oftsce passed an Award on 18-2-44 holding that the dismiss'd 
ordc dated 30 3-41 is unjustified and thereby he •*( aside 
the sa.d Older oi dismissal nnd the concerned workman was 
o! tiered to be reinstated within 2 months Com tile date of 
publicali >rt of tne .Award but no own ui buck tvug.es was 
given a 1 ' he had already been ifcetviag lull wages c-'en during 
the period of suspension and also 01 dr red that he willin' eel 
continuity of service. 

3. Being aggrieved as against the said 11 ward the M.,.'ut(?e- 
ment of Food Corporation of India challenged I tie said 
Awuul in a Case ( Wit No. 7773 m 1494 1 K ) 1 a the High 
Court of Judicature at Patna. 

4. llou'Me Justice Aftab Alum icfcnmg the leal position 
gave a veulict that the Tribunal in this case should not have 
been given ihe direction of reinstatement straightway on the 
ground that the workman was not given any oppui Innity to 
make representation against the proposed punishment being 
denied hearing by the .Appellate authority. It \ is t,!.o ob¬ 
served that tiie learned Tribunal over looked that legal 
position and thereby failed to exercise its jurisdiction ve,:-J in 
it under Section U-A of the I. D. Act hy not comply.i y his 
independent mind in the detei nnnation of Awarding relief 
with reference to the facts of this case and theiehy the Award 
was found to be iiiisaMainable in so far as it directs reinstate¬ 
ment of Re ponded No 3 i.e the concerned workman for 
the reasons as stated theiein. Finally it was ordered sclting 
aside the operative portion of the Award leaving undisturbed 
the finding recorded therein and remanded the matters back 
to this Ttibunul to consider after hearing of the parties as 
to whether or not and in view of the finding of proved 
charges and considering the nature of the misconduct the 
concerned workman was entitled to reinstatement or be entitled 
to lesser relief or no rolief at all. 

5. This Award was received in the last pnrt of September. 
1995 and thereafter after observing of formalities the matter 
could not be completed within the time sipulated and thereby 
a permission was sought for on 2-12-95 from the Hon'hlo High 
Court for extension of time. 

6. After perusal of the copy of the judgement of the 
Hon'b’c Court it is crystal clear that the reason for which 
my predeccssor-in-officc setting aside the order of dismissal 
reinstated with full back wages and other consequential lelief 
were not upheld through the finding recorded therein remained 
undisturbed and thereby it is presumed that tho findmu of 
my predecessor-in-office that the order of dismissal dated 
30-3-91 h not notified and the order of dismissal as set aside 
was upheld. 

7. Now the quest'on which invites my decision ns per 
directions of the Hon’ble Court is that what piui'slimeul 
should be imposed under the preent circumstances with refe¬ 
rence to the materials available in the record, 

K. Practically the observation of the Hon’ble Court of 
Patna Judicature is that the decision of the Tribunal nyiinly 
basing on the ground that the proposed dismissal cannot be 
upheld withont giving opportunity for making representation 
and the Tribunal is not correct nnd the IkVi’ble High Court 
sent back the case on remand in the purview of Section II-A 
of the T, D. Act which was overlooked by my pri-'d"cessor-in- 
offlcc. So at the present moment in the light of Section 11-A 
of the I. D. Act 1 am to decide whether the order of d! missal 
deserves set aside, 

4 Cn perns'll of the materials on record it reveals that 
the main allegation for which the wmi-mnn is chained is 
! u •* hr hi di-charge his ra-nousfii-biie- *o h;cl: af'er 

the stceF in - god own with proper ‘rtfeiy nnd the shortage 
thereby both in respect of the wlr.it bags and emptv bags 
were caused due to lack of supervision of the concerned 
and h* was cliarvesheeted for the same and on 
a dome-re rnquTy he was found guilty and thereby he was 
rla.rptr’.’.’A 

10. At the present moment I refrain from discussing tho 
fu-h- ■ uhmitfed hy the parties in their respective W.S, 

h 'Muse ir'lcr (h*- ■ rdtr of remand of the 1-ion‘blc High 
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ComL that has sot little value except the circumstances 
leading to the imposition of the punishment in view of the 
finding that he was guilty of such misconduct of negligence 
and the said finding is to be considered within the ambit of 
Section il-A of the I. D. Act and I am to see whether the 
order of dismissal is too harsh or disproportionate for the 
alleged offence keeping in mind the span of service which 
the concerned workman rendered and extent of his liability 
and the legal position in this regard, 

I I, Hoth fbr; nnrftVij b*iv/' frlprl tb *7 

before me. On perusal of the Written argument submitted 
by the concerned workman it goes to show that 'here are 
catena oi decisions such as LL1 Vol. I 1984 page .‘"46 (Ved 
Frnknsii Gupta Vrs Delton Cable India tP) Limited], Indian 
Factories mid Labour Report May 1, and 15, 1984 page 396 
(SC I (Jitendcr Singh Rathorc Vrs. Baidyanalh Aymved 
Blinwan Limited), Indian Factories and Labour Report 1988 
(SC ) page 719 (Scooter India Limited Vrs. Labour Court). 
It was held by Their Lordships that justice should be tam¬ 
pered with mercy and though the enquiry was he'd fair und 
proper till then direction was given to the management to 
reinstate the conceited workman with 73'T- back wages. 
Another case was cited from the side of the workman repor¬ 
ted u; oGC 'Labour urd Service) January, 1990 page 4 
(B. R. Singh Vrs. Union of Indio) where iheir Loidships 
opined that workmen are entitled for reinstatement besides 
other facts. In die written argument Clause 5 of the Sanding 
Order No. 14 was mentioned whether also it is poinred out 
that in nwruding punishment under the Standing Order account 
•bould be taken into about the gravity of the misconduct, the 
previous record if any and other extenuating cud aggravating 
circumstances Unit may exist und in the judgement of thr 
Flon’ble High Court light has been given to consider the 
matter under the purview of that Standing Order. 

12. It is stated in the Written argument that there was 
misappropriation of 984 J-iorpr: of wheat but nowhere it has 
been established by the management nor it is the case of the 
management that this concerned workman personally mis¬ 
appropriated but only charge which is going to be established 
that he had latches in the supervision specially when there 
were 16 to 17 watchmen. 12 supervisors over them,So if 
any ofFence has been committed by this workman he can he 
held responsible for negligence for not supervising the watch¬ 
men and others and this leads to the fact that he is not the 
sole person who can be held responsible though he has 
become victim of circumstances specially considering the facts 
that there are supervisors who should be held responsible 
for such misappropriation if any when they are on duty for 
24 hours. 

13. No doubt there vvas another charge that he was absent 
without intimation for some days hut an explanation was 
given for such absence, 

14. In tills context reference was made to the past histoiy 
of his service and reference has been made to the LLJ 1974 
Vol. II page 184 W'here Their Lordships have opined that 
the management should consider the previous record and 
gravity of misconduct considering extenuating circumstances 
as provided under the Standing Order while imposing punish¬ 
ment. 

15. From the side of the management also a written argu¬ 
ment has been filed and they have supported order of dismis¬ 
sal in view of the finding of the Hon'ble High Court accept¬ 
ing the finding of the Tribunal to the extent that the con¬ 
cerned workman was guilty of the misconduct revelled against 
him. Of course the operative portion of the Award was set 
aside which was for reinstatement with back wages and the 
straightway reinstatement of the concerned workman for not 
giving hint opportunity at the time of imposing penalty was 
not accepted and they have mentioned the views of the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court stating inter alia that the concerned 
workman being incharge of the public property and causing 
loss of such huge quantity of wheat getting advantage of 
huge money indulging in a way abusing his official position 
the misconduct committed by him should be punished with 
grevious punishment and the O'der of dismissal is justified. 

16. I have given my anxious consideration and f mn 
aware of the position that Hon'ble High Court had sent 


back the case on remand for judicial consideration of this 
Tribunal in the light of the legal positions and of the gravity 
of the offence. 

17. It is worthy to mention here that there are catena 
of decisions where it has been observed by their LoiUMiir* 
but now a days dismissal of a workman from service practi¬ 
cally stands on (he same footing of a penally of denti 1 
sentence to a person which has been discouraged hy the Apex 
Comt even except the case becomes rarest one. 

18. No doubt in the instance case the workm m h.i, been 
round guilty of misappropriation of 984 bags ol wiled and 
some empty wheat bags and at best it can be the offence for 
criminal misappropriation or theft either directly or indirectly 
and in that case if we remove him from service he will be 
pushed to a passage again to commit such type of theft. 

|9. In a case law report in 1989 Lie 1043 corresponding 
to AIR 1989 Supreme Court page 179 Their Lmdsh'p have 
opined that by invoking the power of the rrihmril under 
Section 11-A. though the order should not be exorcised illegally 
or arbitrarily but the Tribunal Court has a power to interfere 
with the decision of the disciplinary authority though it has 
found the enquiry fair and legal and finding not vitiated and 
if any direction be given for reinstatement of the employee 
Inspite of such finding on the ground that erring workman 
should he given an opportunity to reform himself prove to be 
loyal and dbciplineu employee of the management company 
and that will not be considered to he indulgence to a 
workman but a chance given to such employes for his amend¬ 
ment without throwing him into astray at this late stage of 
his service life and also putting his family into trouble 
depriving him from the bread which is earned hy this con¬ 
cerned workman. 

20. Therefore, keeping in mind thnt the concerned woik- 
man is guilty of the misconduct hy misappropri ding either 
by commission or omission of any act and not discharging 
his duty for which ho was deputed so he is guilty of charges 
levelled against him. However, irrespective of such guilt l 
think that without dismissing him straightway if a lesser 
punishment be imposed of course in the manner so that ho 
can remember throughout his life that he has been punished 
for his misconduct and it also becomes a lesson to other 
employees that a wrong doer is subjected to punishment and 
that punishment is not only ca§t shadow on his life hut it 
also deprives of his family members from various aspects. 

21. Accordingly invoking my power under Stetion 11-A 
of the I. D. Act read with the Standing Order as referred to 
T think that the concerned workman is reinstated after setting 
aside the order of dismissal dealing him in some lenient 
manner but not in the rank in which h» vas working. He 
should be posted next below the rank where he was and ho 
will not get the continuity of his service and it will he consi¬ 
dered that he is newly appointed in that service and his 
promotion etc. would commence starting from the dale of his 
reinstatement considering it to be a new appointment tor 
his future service life and this order wjl' taka effect within 
one month from the date of publication of (his Award. 

This is my Award. 

D. K. NAYAK, Presiding Officer 


Tfftnrfi, I'i suh, turn; 
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Mew Delhi, the 26th April, 1996 

SO 1451-—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government In¬ 
dustrial Tribunal, (No. 2), Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Tata Iron and Steel Co. Ltd. and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central Go /em¬ 
inent on 22 - 4 - 1996 . 

[No. L-20012/384/85-D.lU(A)| 

BRA.T MOHAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : 

Shri D. 17. Naynk, Presiding Officer. 

In the mattei of an Industrial Dispute under Section 1 10(1 ltd) 
■of the I. D. Act, 1947 


Reference No. 138 otf 1986 


PARTIES : 

Employers in reltion to the management of 6 and 7 Pits 
Jamadoba Colliery of M/s. Tata Iron and Steel 
Co. Ltd. and their workmen. 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the employers: Shri B. Joshi. Advocate. 

On behalf of the workmen : None. 

STATE : Bihar, INDUSTRY : Coal. 

Dhanbad, the 15th April, 1996 


AWARD 


The Government of Tndia, Ministry of T abour, Tn exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)fd) of 
the I. D. Act. 1°47 has refetred the Hollowing dispute to 
this Tvihumd for adiudicatinn vide their Order No. E-20012 
<3R4)/85-D.TIT{A), doted, the 16th March, 1986: 


SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s. Tata 
Iron and Steel Company Limited in dismissing from 
seivice from 21-7-1985 their workman, Shri Pauchu 
Turi, MC KTmlasi of C and 7 Pits Jamadoba Col¬ 
liery was justified ? If not, to what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled ?" 


2. In tin's reference notices were duly served upon the 
pai['ei. But only the management made their appearance 
tlirough the learned Advocate Sbri B. Joshi. Thereafter several 
P'ij'i'rr'.T’.tr.t: ware granted to the workmen hut in spite oi 
that the workmen neither turned up nor took any steps, Tt 
therefore leads me to an inference that the workmen are 
not interested to pursur their case before this ITibuna 1 t.rd 
at present there is no dispute evstipg between the workmen 
and the tinder the circumstances, I have do 

other ahe.‘native but to pass a ‘No Dispute’ Award in this 
reference. 


. J. i,. NA i A 1C. Presiding Officer 


1996/^nrpff 2 8, 19 18 
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Tr n.T ^’fff'ETETt 

New Delhi, the 261h April. 1996 

S.O. 1-15?..- -In purmancc oi Section (7 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 nl 1987 1 , the Central Government 
hotcby publish.-^ the award of the Industrial T ibuiwl, Madras 
as shown in the Amv'.cIC in the 'nthW'Td depute bet weens 
the employ in ’,4rtirn v» the mat "gcr-nr of M fc. Kunnam 
Granites Company, fv-tadni” and their workmen, which was 
rcceiv.-d hv the Central Government on 25-4-1996. 

[No. 1,-2901 I /.32/R9-IR(Misc.H 
B. M. DAVID, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE? 

m-TCRE TIT INDUSTRIAL TRIHUNAi,, TAMTL NADU, 
MADRAS 

Tuesday, the 12tli day of March. 1096 

PRESENT : 

Thiru N. Suhramanian. B.A., B.L., Industrial Tribunal. 

Industrial Dispute No. 106 of 1989 

[In (he matter of the dispute for adjudication under section 
10(1)(cl) of the Industrial Deputes Act, 1947 between the 
workmen and the management of Kunnam Granites Company. 
Madras-83.1 

The Workmen represented by 
The General Secretin 

’I hen Aikadu Mavatla Thuzhilalar Sangam, 

41. K4»mpet Street, Tindivanam-604001. 

AND 

The General Manager, 

Kunnam Granites Compilin'. 

H-254, 50th Street. Adiok Napar. JVladra^-600083. 


REELRENTE: 

Order No. 1.-2901 1/32/89-1R (Misc.l, Ministry of Labour, 
dated 6-11-1484, Government of Tndia. Now Delhi, 

This dispute coming on this day for final, disposal in, the 
piesenec of I hiru. D. Haripur.mthaman, advocate appearing 
for the workmen and of Tvl, Mcenakshisundaram and Etwarka- 
nafhan, advocates appearing for the management and the par¬ 
ties having filed a joint memorandum of settlement and re¬ 
cording the same, this Tribunal passed the following : 

AWARD 

The Government ol India, by its Order No, L-29011 /32/89- 
JR (Misc.i Ministi v of I.abour, dated 6-11-1989 referred for 
adjudication under section 10(l)(d) of the Industrial Disputes 
Aif 1947 regarding the dispute: 

"Whether the action of the management of Kunnam 
Granites Company. Madras in terminating the ser¬ 
vices of S/Shri P. Ayycnar, Hunkrishnan, Kovilooran 
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w.e.f. 1-1-88 is justified. If nut, what relief are 
the said workmen entitled to 7” 

! Ibint memorandum of settlement filed. Recorded. Award 
patted in terms of settlement. 

l|)i|t|ed, this 12th day of March, 1996. 

THIRU N. SUBRAMANIAN, Industrial Tribunal 
' IbHI-ORR T1IE HON'BI.r. INDUSTRIAL tribunal 

I 

I. D. No. 106/89 

Then Areadu Mavatta Kal 
Thozhilalar Sangam, 

4li Rajampet Tindivanam- 

^04)001. . Petitioner. 


New Delhi, the 26th April, 1996 

S.O. 1453.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, J947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government In¬ 
dustrial Tribunal, Madras as shown in the Annex 1 ire, in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Kumtam Granite Co,, Madras and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central Gov¬ 
ernment on the 25th April, 1996. 

[No. L-29011/31 /89-lR(Misc.) ] 
B. M. DAVID, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 


Vs. 


Tljt Management of 
Kourain Granites. 
B-E5 1. ‘10 th Street, 
Aif oknaEar Madras- 
dolopfLV 


.. Respondent. 


BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, TAMIL NADU, 
MADRAS 

(Tuesday, the 12th day of March, H96) 
PRESENT : 

Thiru N. Subramanian. H,A.,B.L., Industrial Tribunal. 


fOINT MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 


l he Respondent agrees to pay and the Petitioner Union 
fibblesentcd by its Office Bearer, on behalf of the three work- 
ijinii concerned in the above dispute, and listed below, agrees 
to receive a sum of Rs, 6500 each (Rupees Six Thousand Five 
Hundred only) on the said 3 workmen leaving the services 


df: 


heir own and in full and final settlement and satisfaction 


df! all their claims and accounts against the Respondent, in- 
dltliding that of Notice Pay, Service Compensation. Earned 
Wages, Leave Wages, Piv-rala Bonus aud ex-gratia in lieu 
pfj annuity not applicable. 

1. P. Ayyanar 


2. Harikrishnan 

3. Kovilooran 


Industrial Dispute No. 100 of 1989 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under section 
10(1 )(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 between the 
workmen and the management of Kunnam Granites Com¬ 
pany, Madras-83) 

The workmen represented by: 

The General Secretary, 

Then Arkadu Mavatta Kal Thozhilalar Sangam, 

41, Rajampet Street, Tindivanam-604001. 

AND 


1 1, It is agreed that the mount will be paid forthwith by 
wa(y of Cash and on payment of the said sum the workmen 
repicsented by the Petitioner Union jn the above Industrial 
Depute will have no further claims whatsoever against the 
Respondent Management including that of re-instatement/re- 
eulploymcnt. 


Ill 

p^Si 


is prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be pleased to 
an award in terms of tills settlement and render Justice. 


I]htt|ed at Madras this 8th day of March, 1996. 


Sd./- Illegible, 
Petitioner Union! 


Sd/- Illegible 
Counsel for Petitioner. 




(undent. 

id/- Illegible 

Inscl Tor Respondent. 


erf . 2 G xriK, 199 6 


Sd/- IJlecible 


i 


frr srr i 4 s,t.—xi'lrifpEfi xrftTpaA, 1947 (1947 t 

4 ) apt SIFT 1 7 Jj, iRfrir fTPT^7tT5? 

% tf-Tsi v\ T ftp tZff’t ft, '{r^tftt 

fafVep 'sftertfuT fFTK if xfaftftw 5rRj4FCT. T5TPT % 'TTTC 
sbuTfvrtr TFjff Z, 4ft qmT /V 25-4-96 upt ftt 


1*1 ‘ 

[tTWT I Tf- 29 ni 1/3l[ 89 -RT# WF (M p -Fr)] 


st. <Ft. wfarZ 


The General Manager, 

Kunnam Granites Company, 

B-254, 50th Street, Ashok Nagar, Madras-600083. 


REFERENCE : 

Order No. L-29011/31/89-IR(Misc.), Ministry of 
Labour, dated 23rd October, 1989, Government of 
India, New Delhi. 

This dispute after restoration coming on this day for final 
disposal in the presence of Thiru, D. Hariparanlhaman, advo¬ 
cate appearing for the workmen and of Ivl. Meenakshi- 
sundram and Dwarakanathan, advocates appearing for ihe 
management ur.d the parties having filed a joint memoran¬ 
dum of settlement and recording the same, this Tribunal pass¬ 
ed the following 


AWARD 


The Government of India, by its order No. 1,-29011/31/ 
89-lR(Misc.) Ministry of Labour, dated 23rd October, 1989 
referred for adjudication under section 10(1 )(d) of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1917 regarding the dispute : 


k ‘Ts the management of Kunnam Granites Company, 
Madras justified in refusing employment ■■( Tami/ha, 
Kalyani, K. Govindammal, Periasamy and A. Sen- 
galani. If not, to what relief the workmen concerned 
are entitled ?" 

Joint memorandum of settlement filed. Recorded. Award 
passed in terms of settlement. 
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Dated, this 12th day of Mai eh, 1996. 

IHIRU N, SUBRAMANIAN, Industrial Tribunal 

BEPORL 1111' lION’BUl INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
I. D. No. 100/89 

Then Arcadu Mavatta Kal, 

Thozhilalar Sangarn, 

41, Kajampet Tmclivanam-604 001 . . Petitioner 

Vs. 

The Management of 

Knnnam Granites, 

B-254, 50th Street, 

Ashoknayar Madras-600 083. . . Respondent 

JOINT MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 

The Respondent agrees to pay and the Petitioner Union 
represented hy its Office Bearer on behalf of the five work¬ 
men concerned in the above dispute, and listed below, agrees 
to receive a sum of Rs. 6500/- each (Rupees Six Thousand 
Five Hundred Only) on the said 5 workmen leaving the 
services of their own and in full and final settlement and 
satisfaction of all their claims and accounts against the 
Respondent, including that of Notice Pay, Service Compen¬ 
sation, Earned Wages, Leave Wages, Pro-rata Bonus and ex- 
gratia in lieu of gratuity not applicable. 

1. Govindammnl 

2. Kalyani 

3. Thamizha " W "~ T wv 

4. Sen gala ni ‘""v.," , , 4,)..„ 

5. Periasamy ■ ’ ■'"’Uv*. Wj 

It is agreed that the amount will be paid forthwith by 
way of Cash and on payment of the said sum tho workmen 
represented by the Petitioner Union in the aboyj Industrial 
Dispute will have no further claims whatsoever against the 
Respondent Management including that of re-instalment/re¬ 
employment. 

It is prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be pleased to 
pass an awaul in terms Of this settlement and render Justice. 

Dated at Madras this 8 day of March, 1996. 

Si/- Illegible 

Am! wised Representative for Petitioner 
Counsel for Respondent 

Counsel for Petitioner 
S|/- Illegible 

ht ftysfl, 26 WtfcL 1996 

•FT . W .. 1 454 —tfliilpH. fwq pfhfhqTT, 1 947 (l947 ^FT 
14) aw 1 7 % M-piui if, qr>rrr xrrrit^ tty prmn ttf*- 

sal a 4^41 fa hi a Fl xflr 4 a % 

SFfgH jf fafe? wlsflfll* fro S UOFK rfaflfipF srfuqrroT, 

4 . 2, att4i4 % *rmr iff wrfvpr ^ ^ 

22-4-96 *tff gmr 5W «TTI 

[*wtt mr-2 9on/43/8« j rfV-TIT (tff)] 
4L tnr, wftrrff 

New Delhi, the 26th April, 1996 

S.O. 1454,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 

1097 GI/9 6 --5 


of the Centra] Government Industrial Tribunal, 
No. 2 Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute betwen the employers in rela¬ 
tion to the management of Aradih & Chiraiya 
Tand Stone Quarries and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on the 
224-96. 

[No. L-29011|43|86-D.1II(B)] 
4; * B. M. DAVID, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 

PRESENT : y 

Shri D. K. Nayak, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Sec¬ 
tion 10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 98 of 1987 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation tothe management of 
Aradih and Chiraiya Tand Stone Quar¬ 
ries of M|s. Sadhumal Samandas Tir- 
thani, Gaya and their workmen. 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the Workmen—None 1 

On behalf of the Employers—None 

STATE : Bihar. INDUSTRY : Stone Mines. 
Dated Dhanbad, the March, 1996 
AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under 
Section 10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act,, 1947 has 
referred the following dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication vide their Order No. L-29011[ 
43|86-D,III(B), dated, the 5th February, 1987. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M|s. Sadhumal Samandas Tirthani, 
Owner of Aradih & Chiraiya Tand 
,, Stone Quarries, Head Office Bairagi, 

i P.O. & Dist. Gaya in terminating the 

) services of S|Shri Babulal Yadav, 

j Ganesh Yadav and Umesh Yadav with¬ 

out complying with the provisions of 
J Section 25F and Section 25FF of the 

jl I.D. Act, 1947 is legal and justified ? If 

| not, to what relief are the concerned 

| workmen entitled ?” 

j 2. Soon after the receipt of the order of refer- 
j cnee notices were served upon the partis. There¬ 
after on two occasions the management appeared 
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AND 


through their authorised representative. But the 
workmen neither appeared nor took any steps. 
Subsequently when both the parties did not 
appear notices were again issued to them. But 
they neither turned up nor took any steps. It 
therefore leads me to an inference that there is 
no dispute existing between them presently and 
in the circumstances, I am constrained to pass a 
(No dispute) Award in this reference. 

D. K. NAYAK, Presiding Officer 

aif (O-vfy, 2 6 19 a 6 

tir.m. 1455 .—tfteftfw barm 1947 (1947^ 

i 4 )»ftura 17 % wfprc’r Jr, iNhrrnxrR: 4 . 

% ffira: fiririirf % tfw, snpffr 

if ^ffiftPre firmr if sfbatEpn ffiwrw, nmr % wrx 
Tt wfarcr 'pzrff sfr rrmx «t?r 25-4-96 *ff 5m 
<m 

[aw it^t— 43011/7/so-wr^TTR; (ffiffia)] 
aft. ipr. affirm, affimA 

New Delhi, the 26th April, 1996 

S.O. 1455.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
of the Industrial Tribunal, Madras as shown in 
the Annexure in the industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of 
M|s. Kunnam Grainites Co., Madras and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government cn the 25-4-96. 

[No. L-43011 |7|86-TR(Misc)]i 
B. M. DAVID, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
TAMIL NADU MADRAS 

Tuesday, the 12th day of March, 1996 

PRESENT :— 

THIRU N. SUBRAMANTAN, B.A..B.L., 
Industrial Tribunal. 

Industrial Dispute No. 105 of 1989 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication 
under section 10(1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, .1947 between the workmen and the manage¬ 
ment of Kunnam Granites Company, Madras-83). 

The Workmen represented by 
The General Secretary, 

Then Aikadu Mavatta Kal Thozhilalar Sangam, 
41, Rajampet Street, Tindivanam-604 001. 


The General Manager, 

Kunnam Granites Company, 

B-254, 50th Street, Ashok Ngar, Madras-600 083. 

Reference : Order No. L-4301 l|7|89-IR(Misc) 
dated 6-1J-1989 Ministry of Labour, 
Govt, of India, New Delhi. 

This dispute coming on this day for final dis¬ 
posal in the preseuce of Thiru D. Harjparantha- 
man. Advocate appearing for the workmen and 
of Tvl Meenakshisundram and Dwarakanthan, 
Advocates appearing for the manafement and the 
parties having filed a joint memorandum of 
settlement and recording the same, this Tribunal 
passed the folowing : 

AN AWARD 

The Government of India, by its order No. 
L4301l!7|89-IR(Misc) Ministry of Labour, 
dated 6-11-89 referred for adjudication under 
section 10(l)(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 regarding the dispute . 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Kunnam Granite Company, Madras in 
dismissing the three workmen, viz. 
S|Shri Baskaran, Karthamuthu and 
Kaliamoorthv from service w.e.f. 
26-1-88 is justified ? If not, what relief 
are the concerned Workmen entitled to?” 

Joint memorandum of settlement filed. Recor¬ 
ded. Award passed in terms of settlement. 

Dated this 12th day of March, 1996 

THIRU N. SUBRAMANTAN, Industrial Tribunal 

BEFORE THE HON’BLE INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL 

I. D. No. 105(98 

Then Arcadu Mavatta Kal 
Thozilalar Sangam, 

41, Rajampet, Tindivanam 

604 001 Petitioner 

Vs 

The Management of 
Kunnam Granites, 

B-254, 50th Street, 

Ashokanagar Madras 

600083. . Respondent 

JOINT MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 

1. The Respondent agrees to pay and the 
Petitioner Union represented by its Officer Bearer, 
on behalf of the three workmen concerned in the 
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■above dispute, and listed below, agrees to receive 
in sum of Rs. 6500[- each (Rupees Six Thousand 
Five "Hundred Only! on the said 3 workmen leav¬ 
ing the services of their own and in full and linal 
sttllcment and satisfaction of all their claims and 
accounts against the Respondent, including that 
of .Notice Pay, Service Compensation, Earned 
Wages, Leave Wages, Proerata Bonus and ex- 
gratiain lieu of gratuity not applicable. 

1. Bhaskaran 

2. Kathamuthu 

3. Kali amurthy 

2. It is agrded that the amount will be paid 
iorthw’th by way of Cash and on payment of the 
said imn the workmen represented by the Peti- 
ti it Union !r, the above Industrial Dispute will 
1 t no further claims whatsoever against the 
iTsponclm Management including that of reinsta- 
teuicnt|'re;mp3oyment. 

It is prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be 
pleased to pass an award in terms of this settle¬ 
ment and render justice. 

Dated at Madras this Stli day of March, 1996 
Sd|- 

Counsel for Respondent 

Sd|- 

Pctitioner Union 
Counsel for Petitioner. 

fErt, 26 nvn, iuofi 

Ft.vt. usd— I'atf^Twt srftrfjpnr, 1947 (1047 u) 
'jot 17 5fr trpiT’t if, irisV 4. ifrmr gv 

Hr. % wb ttttS % 

sfir, word it fa fro sfaftfira? brro it whrthrrr ^Wr*r 

% iw M inrrvfjrr oHt ^fr Ct 22 / 14/96 o 

jnvr vr 1 

[f’U-290 L 2/2 6/'J9-Tn^TTO (fafatt)] 

dr. n’t. tf=r% W ^rfEppru 

New Delhi, the 26th April, 1996 

HO, i 456.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
o! the Industrial Tribunal, Kollam as show'n in the 
Ann;.sure, in the industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M|s. 
Kerala Minerals and Metals Ltd. and their work¬ 
men, which was received by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on the 22-4-1996. 

[No. L-29012 [26193-IR (Misc.) J 
B. M. DAVID, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM 

(Dated, this the 30th day of March. 1996) 
PRESENT : 

Sri C. N. Sasidharan, Industrial Tribunal 
IN 

Industrial Dispute No. 17194 
BETWEEN 

The Managing Director, Kerala Minerals and 
Metals Ltd., Chavara P.O., Kollam Dist. 

(By M]s. Menon & Menon, Advocates, 
Kochi). 

AND 

The General Secretary, Titanium Complex 
Employees Union, Chavara, Kollam 
Dist. 

(By Sri T. Ramakrishna Kurup, Advocate, 
Kollam) 

AWARD 

1’his industrial dispute has been referred for 
adjudication to this Tribunal by the Government 
of India as per Order No. L-29012|26|93-IR 
l.Misc.) dated 28-7-1994. 

The issue for adjuducation is the following :~ 

“Whether the action taken by the manage¬ 
ment of Kerala Minerals and Metals 
Ltd., Chavara in imposing the punish¬ 
ment of demotion on Sri P. A. Thomas 
is fair and justifiable ? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled 7” 

2. The management before initiating discipli- 
naiy proceedings against the workman Sri P. A. 
Thomas, issued charge memo to the workman 
which reads as below : 

“It has been reported against you that at 
about 2-10 P.M. on Wednesday, the 
27th May 1992, you have entered the 
cabin of Dr. K. V. Sebastian, Deputy 
General Manager (Production) in the 
PTS building and threatened him. It is 
further reported that you have abused 
and misbehaved with him. It is also re¬ 
ported that you have been pulled out of 
the cabin of the Deputy General Mana¬ 
ger (Production) by other workers.” 
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2. The above action alleged to have been com¬ 
mitted by yon amounts to the misconducts of-— 

(i) Riotous and disorderly behaviour and 
commission of act subversive of disci¬ 
pline under Sub-Clause 14 of Section 30 
(i) of the Standing Orders of Pigment 
U lit. 

(ii) Threatening a superior officer under sub- 
clause 15 of Section 30(i) of the Stand¬ 
ing Orders of the Pigment Unit and 

(iii) Using impolite and insulting language 
against a superior under sub-clause 16 
of Section 30(0 of the Standing Orders 
of the Pigment Unit.” 

3. The workman has tiled a detailed claim state¬ 
ment before this Tribunal and the contentions are 
briefly a-s under : The workman was working as 
Operator Gr. B under the management with ten 
years of unblemished service. The management 
by show cause notice dated 20-4-1992 alleged that 
lie had abused the Asst. Plant Manager. He had 
submitted proper explanation and the matter was 
closed. No further communication was reecived 
by him. Thereafter he approached the Deputy 
General Manager for availing leave for the long 
period for undergoing treatment. He was mentally 
and physically weak and had undergone treatment 
for situational stress and liver cirrhosis. But the 
Deputy General Manager refused to grant leave 
though the worker earnestly argued for availing 
leave. He has not done any act subversive of disci¬ 
pline. He was subsequently hospitalised on the 
same day and undergone treatment. During that 
time the management issued show cause notice to 
him alleging false allegations which was received 
•by the wife of the worker. After treatment he sub¬ 
mitted explanation. But the management was 
prejudiced against the worker and an enquiry w'as 
ordered with the pre determination of punishing 
him. The enquiry conducted by the management 
was violative of principles of natural justice. He 
was not allowed to freely cross examine the wit¬ 
nesses and important witnessess were avoided by 
the management. He was not examined. The 
foldings of the enquiry officer is perverse. The 
enquiry officer used his biased imaginations to 
find support to the case of management. No case 
is made out in the enquiry against the worker and 
the enquiry officer was pre determined to reach a 
hidings against the worker. The charges were 
vague and there was no- material before the enquiry 
officer to support the findings. The findings of the 
enquiry officer is false ignoring the deposition of 
witness. The punishment imposed is liable to be 
set aside as it is not fair and justifiable. The work¬ 
man is entitled tu get due promotion with all 
backwages and other attendent benefits. 


4. The contentions advanced by the manage¬ 
ment are briefly as under : The management is a 
company owned by the Government of Kerala. 
The workman was served with charge' memo 
dated 27-5-1992 and the explanation submitted 
by him was not satisfactory. Hence the manage¬ 
ment appointed the enquiry officer. The enquiry 
officer allowed the request of the workman to have 
Sii C. N. Babuchandran as his ca-worker in the 
domestic enquiry. Two witnesses were examined 
on the side of the management and the workman 
and his co-worker were present. Those witness¬ 
es were cross-examined on behali of the 
worker. The list of documents and witness¬ 
es were given to the workman before exa- 
mfoation ol witnesses. The workman after 
completion of evidence of management submitted 
that he has no evidence and submitted a statement 
of defence. The enquiry officer after carefully 
considering the documentary and oral evidence 
found the workman guilty of chargts except one 
c.large. The management accepted the findings. 
Though the misconduct proved against the work 
man- was very grave and serious warrenting servere 
'punishment, the management taking a lenient view 
awarded a lesser punishment by reverting him. 
The present punishment is legal, valid and sustain¬ 
able in law. The enquiry conducted is legal, pro¬ 
per and valid after affording sufficient opportunity 
to the workman. He has fully participated iri the 
enquiry. The findings of the enquiry office arc 
supported by legal and valid evidence and the 
findings arc not parverse. The management is not 
aciniittmg the statement that the Workman working 
as operator Gr. B with ten years of unblemished 
service. The matter was not closed as alleged by 
the workman after getting his explanation. The 
management was not prejudiced against the work¬ 
man the cnqu'ry was conducted not with a pre¬ 
determination of punishing him. The allegation 
of the workman that he has entered the cabin of 
Deputy General Manager for requesting leave is 
only on after thought and is against facts proved 
in the enquiry. The workman submitted before 
the enquiry officer that he has no evidence to be 
ict in and the workman and his co-worker had 
signed all the proceedings and the deposition of 
witness in the enquiry. He cannot turn found and 
allege that he was not examined. The enquiry 
officer has correctly and properly appreciated the 
deposit-on of management witnesses and has come 
to the correct conclusion. The management de¬ 
nies the allegations that the enquiry officer pur¬ 
posefully ignored the fact that the management 
failed to prove the charges. The enquiry officer 
was not biased. The management denies all alle- 
gat ons made by the worker against the enquiry 
anti the enquiry officer. The charges were not 
vague as alleged by him. The enquiry officer 
considered all the materials before him and he has 
not concocted a perverse findings. The enquiry 
report is not liable to be set aside as the findings 
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is false and perverse as alleged. The punishment 
of demotion imposed is fair and justifiable and the 
workman is not entitled to get promotion or atten¬ 
ded benefit as claimed by him. He was earlier 
caused to be issued with a memo of charges dated 
20-4-1992 for using indecent, valgour and insult¬ 
ing language against the Ass. Plan Manager and 
also shown threatening qusters. The post conduct 
of the workman is not clean an unblemished. After 
considering all the circumstances the management 
has imposed the present punishment taking a leni¬ 
ent view though the proved misconduct deserved a 
severe and harsh punishment. The punishment 
imposed is legal, valid and justifiable in law. There 
are no grounds to interfere with the punishment. 
According to the management the union or the 
workman are not entitled to any relief. 

5. The management has imposed the punish¬ 
ment on the basis of a domestic enquiry finding. 

The validity of the enquiry was attacked by the 
workman and hence this Tribunal considered that 
point as a preliminary issue. By order dated 
12-1-1996 this Tribunal quashed the enquiry find¬ 
ings. Thereafter the management adduced fresh 
evidence before this Tribunal for proving the 
charges levelled against the workman. 

6. The General Manager (Technical) of the 
management company examined himself as MW2 
and Exts, M2 to MI2 were marked on the side of 
the management. The workman was examined as 
WW1 on his side. No documents have been mark¬ 
ed on his side. 

7. The learned counsel for the workman would 
contend that the charges levelled against the work¬ 
man as per Ext. M7 charge memo are vague and 
lacking material particulars and hence the punish¬ 
ment imposed on the basis of such a charge sheet 
is liable to be quashed. This point was elaborately 
considered by this Tribunal and repelled this con¬ 
tention as per the order dated 12-1-996 men¬ 
tioned above. 1 herefoire contention is only to be 
rejected. 

8. The workman was charge sheeted on the 
basis of a complaint made by the then Deputy 
General Manager (Production) who was examined 
here as MW2. He is at present the General 
Manager (Technical), This witness has proved 
Ext. M6 complaint given by him to the Managing 
Director and deposed that the workman on 
27-5-1992 entered his cabin, physically threatened 
him, abused him and misbehaved. He has further 
deposed that the workman was removed from his 
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cabin by two other Operators Sis. Rahim and 
Benny. In Ext. M7 charge sheet the abusive 
words allegedly used by the workman are not 
stated. MW2 has not stated such words before 
this Tribunal also. However, he has categorically 
deposed the other acts committed by the workman 
as stated in Ext. M7. According to this witness he 
has issued Ext. M5 order ordering domestic en¬ 
quiry regarding the charges of abusing the Asst. 
Plant Manager on 13-4-1992 by the workman as 
per Ext. M3 charge memo. Further statement of 
this witness is that the workman never asked for 
leave on 27-5-1992 as alleged by him. Ext. M2 
is an office order regarding delegation of powers 
to the officers of management for sanctioning leave. 
As per Ext. M2 Plant Manager has authority to 
sanction leave upto 30 days to the workman and 
similarly placed employees. MW2 has stated that 
only wtien the Plant Manager refused to grant 
leave an employee need approach Deputy General 
Manager. MW2 has stated that as per the punish¬ 
ment imposed against the workman his officiating 
charge of Gr. B is only taken away that salary of 
the workman is protected, everything protected 
and that there is no other loss due to this punish¬ 
ment. MW2, the General Manager of the mana¬ 
gement company, has categorically deposed the 
charges committed by the workman and the other 
circumstances leading to the present punishment. 
There are absolutely no reason to disbelieve MW2, 
a senior officer of the management company. 

9. Aecoring to the workman he entered the 
cabin of MW2 for requesting grant of long leave 
for his treatment. He has given evidence to the 
effect that he has not committed the charges level¬ 
led against him. The case of the workman is that 
he had filed leave application to the Plant Mana¬ 
ger and learning that it was forwarded to the De¬ 
puty General Manager, he approached MW2. 
There is absolutely no evidence before this Tribu¬ 
nal to show 1 that the workman was applied for 
leave. No attempt has been made to call for his 
leave application if any submitted by him or the 
connected register kept in the company to prove 
that he has applied for leave. In Ext. M10 reply 
submitted by him to the charge memo or in the 
statement filed before the enquiry officer or iu the 
claim statement filed before this Tribunal there is 
no statement that he has applied for prolonged 
leave to the Plant Manager and after enquiry he 
went to the cabin of MW2. He was not in a posi¬ 
tion to state atleast the date on which he has appli¬ 
ed tor leave. Ext. M8 is the reply submitted by 
the wife of the workman to the charge sheet 
wherein it is stated that the Doctor who is treating 
the workman has advised him absence from duty 
for one month. Ext. M9 is the medical certificate 
produced by the workman in which the Doctor 
who issued Ext. M9 on 28-5-1992 has stated that 
one month leave is necessary. Ext, Mil is the 
fitness certificate dated 29-6-1992. Workman has 
admitted before this Tribunal that as per Ext. M9 
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and Mil it is clear that one month’s leave alone 
was required. As per Ext. M2 office order Plant 
Manager is competent to grant one month leave. 
It is also specific to note that the workman has not 
enquired about the leave in his credit at the Time 
Office. To a pointed question by the learned 
counsel for the management the workman lias 
given evasive answercs to the effect that he has 
enquired at the time office and came to know that 
sonic leave is there m his credit. But he was not 
in a position to say the number of leave in his cre¬ 
dit, though specifically questioned by the learned 
counsel for the management. The above circum¬ 
stances clearly establish that the workman is plea¬ 
ding false case that he has applied for two months 
leave and went to the cabin of MW2 in connection 
with grant of leave. On the other hand the circum¬ 
stances and the evidence of MW2 make it clear 
that the present statement of the workman that he 
had applied for two months leave for undergoing 
treatment and went to the cabin of MW2 in con¬ 
nect on with that is only an after thought to escape 
iro:n the misconduct charged against him. It is 
also pertinent to note that there is no evidence of 
any kind of enemity by MW2 towards the work¬ 
man. No doubt workman has deposed that MW2 
is in encniical terms with him but even according 
to him there arc no reasons for such enemity. So 
the allegation of enemity can be considered only 
as a pretext to escape from the misconducts char¬ 
ged against him. In this state of affairs I am not 
persuaded to accept the case of the workman that 
he went to the cabin of MW2 on 27-5-1992 in 
connection with grant of two months leave to him. 


10. As stated above MW2 has categorically de¬ 
posed the misconduct committed by the workman 
towards MW2 and he has proved the charges as per 
Ext. M6 complaint given by him to the management. 
It is quite unbelievable that MW2 in his official capa¬ 
city as Deputy General Manager in 1992 has given a 
false complaint to the Managing Director naginst the 
workman that too without any reason for any kind 
of enemity. It is also unbelievable that MW2 being 
the general Manager of the company at present has 
given false statement before this Tribunal against a 
worker under him without any reason what soever. 
T therefore accept the evidence adduced on the side 
of management particularly the deposition of MW2 
in preference fo the evidence of workman. Admit¬ 
tedly the workn was charge sheeted as per Ext. M3 
charge memo for using abusive, vulgour and insulting 
language against the Asst. Plant Manager on 
13 - 4 - 1992 . MW2 has deposed that he had i-sued 
Ext. M5 letter ordering enquiry regarding the charges 
as per Ext. M3. Exts. M3 and M5 shows that the 
past conduct of the workman is not clean and this 
also support the case of management. On a conside¬ 
ration of the totality of circumstances and evidence 
I have no hesitation to hold that the management has 
established that the workman has committed the 
charges levelled against him as per Ext. M7 memo. 


11. It has come out in evidence that the promotion 
policy in the management company is not yet fixed. 
The punishment imposed on the workman is only de¬ 
motion and MW2 has stated lhat as per the punish-i 
nient officiating charge of Gr. B is only taken away 
from the workman and his salary and everything pro¬ 
tected and there is no other loss due to this punish¬ 
ment. In view of the gravity of the misconducts com¬ 
mitted by the workman towards nis ,superior officer 
the punishment imposed can only be said as proper 
and justified. Interference with such punishment will 
definitely affect the discipline in the company which 
will adversely affect the working of the company itself 
which is a Government owned company. It may be 
recalled that the workman .was chargesheetod earlier 
as per Ext. M3 charge memo for abusing the Asst. 
Plant Manager on 13-4-1992 also. Further there are 
no cxenuating circumstances to interfere, with the 
punishment in question. Therefore no interference is 
called for from this Tribunal with the punishment in 
question. 

12 . In view of what is stated above, an award is 
passed holding that the punishment of demotion im¬ 
posed on Sri P. A. Thomas by the management of 
Kerala Minerals and Metals Ltd., Chavara i.-, fair 
and justifiable and therefore the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

C. N. SASIDHARAN, Industrial Tribunal 

APPENDIX 

Witnesses examined on the side of the Management 

MW1.—Sri A. N. Kuttan. 

MW2.—Dr. K. V. Sebastian. 

Document marked on the side of the Management 

Ext. Ml.—File containing, enquiry proceedings, 
deposition of witnesses, documents and 
enquiry report. 

Ext. M2,—Office order No. 230 of the manage¬ 
ment company dated 20-4-1988. 

Ext. M3.—Office copy of memo issued to the 
workman Sri. Thomas from the Deputy - 
General Manager of the management dated 
20-4-1992. 

Ext. M4.—Explanation submitted by Sri Thomas 
to the Deputy General Manager dated 
23-4-1992. 

Ext, M5.—Order issued by the Deputy General 
Manager of the management to the work¬ 
man dated 21-5-1992 with copy to senior 
manager (shift administration). 

Ext. M6.—Complaint submitted by the Deputy - 
General Manager to the Managing Direc¬ 
tor dated 27-5-1992. 

Ext, M7,—Charge memo issued to Sri, Thomas 
by the Managing Dijccnjr of the management 
dated 27-5-1992. 

Ext. M8.-—Reply letter submitted to the Manag¬ 
ing Director from Sri K. A, Muriamtua 
dated 5-6-1992. 
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Ext. M9.—-Medical certificate in the name of tl 
workman issued by Dr. Angel Mary dated 
28-5-1992. 

Ext. M10.—Explanation submitted by the 
workman Sri. Thomas to the Managing 
Director dated 21-7-1992. 

Ext. M11.—Medical certificate in the name of 
the workman issued by Dr. Angel Mary 
dated29-6-1992. 

Ext. Ml2.—Office order No. 303 issued by the 
Deputy General Manager of the manage¬ 
ment dated 19-9-1991. 
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New Delhi, the 26th April, 1996 

S.O. 1457.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the indus¬ 
trial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of F.C.I. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22nd April, 1996. 

[No. L-22012| 171 |F|93-IR-CII). 

RAJA LAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GANPATI SHARMA : PRESI¬ 
DING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL : NEW DELHI 

I. D. No. 88193 

In the matter of dispute between : 

The General Secretary, 

Food Corporation of India.. Executive 
Employees Union, 

2337, Dharampura, 

Opp. Chhipiwara, Chawri Bazar, 

Delhi-110006. 


The Managing Director, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Khadya Sudan, 16-20, 

Bmakhamba Lane, 

New Delhi-110001. 

\PPEARANCES : None. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in, the Ministry of 
Labour vide its Order No. L-22012|171|F|93-IR 
fC-il) dated 12-1-1993 has referred the follow¬ 
ing industrial dispute to this Tirbunal for adjudi¬ 
cation :— 

“Whether the demand of the workmen of Nor¬ 
thern Zone of Food Corpn, of India for 
having time frame for the management 
of FCI for initiating disciplinary pro¬ 
ceedings against them by w'ay of issuing 
charge sheet it justified? If so, to what 
relief the workman are entitled to?”. 

2 . The case was fixed for filing of documents 
and admission denial and then none of the parties 
appeared nor any of other representative came. It 
appears that the parties are not interested in pur¬ 
suing the case. I, therefore, pass a No Dispute 
Award in this case leaving the parties to bear their 
own costs. 

GANPATI SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
14th March, 1996. 

*nr 

nf 1 ifit 1996 

xr.wr. i4sa.—vroxw xffirbm, 1983 (1933411 31 ) "Aura 3 
qfrgmrpT ( 1 ) am jfxti wfarfr nn suffiT «rmt gg r mt-.K 
■ft mmRT, srsiw xt fernr 1 6-4-96 fhg rwmr 
frpfr % mr 4 bnjm qmfr 1 1 

[gw-11011 /1 / 9 9 -rmar ] 

fi.tft, w, mm ufax 

Ministry' of Labour 
New Delhi, the 1st May, 1996 

S.O. 1458.—In exercise of the powers confer¬ 
red by Section 3, Sub-Section (1) of the Emigra¬ 
tion Act, 1983 (31 of 1983), the Central Govern¬ 
ment hereby appoints Shri Sanatan, Assistant as 
Protector of Emigrants-H, Delhi, for 16th April, 
1996. 

[No. S-l L011 [ l|96-Emig] 

V. D. NAGAR, Under Secy. 
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October, 1983 with full back, wages is 
justified? If so, what relief he is entitled 

to? 
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New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1996 

. S.G, 1459.—la pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Indust¬ 
rial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Telecom and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
1-5-1996. 

TNo, L-40012|84|92-IR(DU^ 
K.V.B. UNNY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI B. K. SRIVASTAVA PRESID¬ 
ING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, UANDU NAGAR, KANPUR. 

Industrial Dispute No. 74 of 1993 

In the matter of dispute between : 

,\darsh Kumar, 

Sjq Sri Dhaim Narain, 

!3|5 Aishbagh Nai Colony, 

P & T Lucknow-226001. 

AND 

Telephone, 

District Manager, 

LucknoW-226OT1. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, 
vide its notification No. L-40012|84!92-IR(DU.) 
df. 19-9-93 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal;— 

Whether the demand of Sri Adarsh Kumar 
son of Sri Daram Narain Ex-daily rated 
roazdoor for reinstatement w.e.f. 14th 


2. In this case none appeared on behalf of the 
concerned workman despite the fact that date of 
next hearing was in the knowledge of the concern¬ 
ed workman. From the conduct of the concerned 
workman it appears that workman himself is not 
interested in prosecuting his case. 

3. Therefore, the reference is answered in affir¬ 
mative for want of evidence and against the con¬ 
cerned workman. Consequently, he is not entitled 
for any relief. 

4. Reference is answered accordingly. 

B. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 7th May, 1996 

S.O. 1460.—Whereas the Central Government 
is satisfied that the public interest requires that the 
India Government Mint, NOIDA which is speci¬ 
fied in the First Schedule to the Industrial Dis¬ 
putes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), should be declared 
to be a public utility service for the purposes of the 
said Act; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers con¬ 
ferred by ,'iib-clause (vi) of clause (fit of Section 
2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby declares with immediate 
effect the said industry to be a public utility service 
for the pm poses of the said Act for z period of 
six nn-nths. 

[No. S-11017' 1 |94-IR(PL) j 
H. C. GUPTA, Lnder Secy. 
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